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ABSTRACT
California Community Colleges Child Development Laboratory Schools
By Shari Yates
Community colleges in California are the primary source for preparing the early
childhood care and education (ECE) workforce. The California child development lab
school mission is to prepare ECE practitioners, provide a laboratory where college
students can study and research child development/education, and offer a service to
children and families. There are many benefits that are derived from laboratory schools
but many community college lab schools have been reduced and/or closed over the past
three years. The purposes of this Delphi study were (a) to examine the most pressing
issues, problems and barriers facing California community colleges child development
labs schools; (b) rate the importance of the issues, problems, and barriers identified; and
(c) elicit experts’ recommendations for the most viable solutions to help California child
development laboratory programs maintain viability. A Delphi method was utilized
procuring a panel of ECE experts that identified and rated the most pressing issues,
problems and barriers, and generated viable solutions for California child development
laboratory schools’ viability. The key statistical processes used in this Delphi research
were measures of central tendency and measures of dispersion. The ECE experts
recommended solutions to increase a greater understanding of early childhood care and
education, allow more support, and secure more financial assistance for the lab schools.
A comprehensive infrastructure approach of government, policymakers, and community
college leaders is required for California community college child development lab
schools’ viability. The data gathered from this study develops five potential benefits for
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laboratory schools including: (1) providing rationale for policy construction regarding
statewide community college lab programs; (2) deciphering the most pressing problems
and barriers that California community college child development laboratories are facing;
(3) soliciting solutions to maintain viability for child development lab programs; (4)
contributing to the development of statewide recognition and possibly legislation on
funding sources for California community college child development laboratories; and
(5) ensuring the survival of California community college child development laboratory
schools.
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Chapter I: Introduction
California community colleges child development laboratory schools provide
college students an opportunity to “generate knowledge” (McBride et al., 2012) regarding
child development and best practices in high-quality early care and education. The
following figure is an example of students conducting observations through an
observation window (“Las Positas College Child Development Center,” 2014).

Figure 1. Students’ observing at CA Community College Child Development Laboratory
School. Las Positas College Child Development Center. (2014). Retrieved from
http://www.laspositascollege.edu/childdevelopmentcenter/
Reprinted with permission (see Appendix A-1 for letter of permission).
Laboratory schools allow college students a setting to see how young children act,
think, and learn. In lab schools college students can observe and interact with young
children. In a lab environment college students develop a foundation for responsive
interaction, enriching activities and routines, and creating physical environments that
support how children learn.
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In the past several years many community college lab schools in California are
being threatened with closure. Over the last three years, twelve programs have closed
their lab schools and most have reduced their services to students and families (California
Community College Early Childhood Education [CCCECE], 2014). Early Childhood
Education/Child Development programs at California community colleges are exploring
ways to ensure the survival of their laboratory programs. This study researches the
issues, problems, barriers, and best solutions for the California community college child
development laboratory schools.
Background
On the early care and education (ECE) spectrum, there has been recent national
focus. For two years in a row during the State of the Union address, the President of the
United States has mentioned the importance of investing in early care and education for
the youngest citizens of the nation (Obama, 2013, 2014). While many scholars and
researchers have understood the significance of high-quality early childhood education,
not until recently have the leaders of the nation figuratively and literally applauded ECE
on a national scale.
The state of California has also shown a strong commitment to its children by
focusing on early care and education. The state has set up initiatives to assess statewide
needs, identify opportunities, recommend strategies, and calculate the ability of higher
education to support the development of early childhood practitioners (California
Comprehensive Early Learning Plan [CCELP], 2014). New legislation and budget
proposals are underway to support the California infrastructure of ECE (Steinberg, 2014).
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The recent focus on ECE is due to the significant publicized research regarding
the impact that high-quality early childhood education. Meta-analyses reveal the longlasting effects of early education (Barnett, Jung, Youn, & Frede, 2013; Camilli, Vargas,
Ryan, & Barnett, 2010; Reynolds, Temple, Ou, Arteaga, & White, 2011). Consensus
among scholars is that high-quality early care and education is one of the best
investments we can make in a child’s life (American Institutes for Research [AIR], 2012;
Heckman, 2012; Yoshikawa et al., 2013).
In order to achieve the long-term outcomes for young children, early care and
education must be high-quality. High-quality programs significantly improve children’s
school readiness, academic achievement, cognitive processes and social skills (Barnett,
2013a; Burchinal & Cryer, 2003; Peisner-Feinberg, Burchinal, Clifford, & Yazejian,
1999).
To achieve high-quality results, early care and education practitioners require
training and education in the best practices and latest research in ECE. ECE practitioners
must be knowledgeable to blend content and pedagogy of high-quality practices by
implementing strategies, procedures, and standards to achieve high-quality child
outcomes (Bueno, Darling-Hammond, & Gonzalez, 2010).
In California, 75 percent of ECE practitioners begin coursework in the California
community college system (Whitebook, Bellm, Lee, & Sakai, 2005). “The California
Community Colleges is the largest system of higher education in the nation, with 2.4
million students attending 112 colleges” (California Community College Chancellor’s
Office [CCCCO], 2014a, p. 1). 105 California community colleges have Child
Development/Early Care and Education programs (CCCCO, 2010).
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Most of California community college child development/ECE programs have lab
schools to train and guide ECE practitioners (California Community College Early
Childhood Educators and Early Childhood Professional Development and Education
Collaborative [CCCECE & EPEC], 2012). The lab school provides a supervised teaching
experience in a setting to “generate knowledge” (McBride et al., 2012). Lab schools also
serve families and the community as a model program of best practice (Clawson, 2003).
Lab schools are the critical link to preparing high-quality ECE practitioners in California
(Arnold-Grine, 2007).
The California community colleges child development/ECE programs require that
students’ take a mandatory practicum capstone-course. The practicum course allows the
student to practice and demonstrate teaching competencies under the supervision of ECE
faculty. Students will apply the classroom experiences to make connections between
theory and practice (CCCECE & EPEC, 2012). Agreement also exists amongst
researchers that practicum field experience is considered essential for developing of
highly qualified teachers (Millovich, 2010). The practicum course is the hearthfire of the
ECE curriculum.
Despite the valuable experience that college students are provided by completing
practicum coursework in the child development labs, California community colleges are
being threatened with significant reductions in funding. Due to the lack of support by
some community colleges, ECE programs have been forced to close classrooms and/or
entire laboratory schools.
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Statement of the Research Problem
Early childhood care and education has received national attention. National
leaders are recognizing the importance and impact that high-quality early childhood
programs contribute to young children’s development (AIR, 2012; Camilli et al., 2010;
First Five Years Fund, 2013; Flory, 2012; Reynolds et al., 2011). Currently researchers
are documenting the substantial impacts that high-quality early education has on
improving young children’s progress and closing the achievement gap for under-prepared
pre-kindergarteners (Camilli, Vargas, Ryan, & Barnett, 2010; Heckman, 2012;
Yoshikawa et al., 2013; Zaslow & Martinez-Beck, 2006).
In California, state leadership has also recognized the benefits that high-quality
early care and education receives for young children. There are statewide initiatives that
are adding funding for developing the infrastructure to ensure high-quality early care and
education programs for the young California citizens (California Department of
Education [CDE], 2013; Steinberg, 2014).
The early childhood community in California is working toward educating current
and future practitioners to implement high-quality programs for children (CCCECE,
2013). California community colleges are the primary source for preparing the early
childhood workforce. Approximately 75 percent of early childhood practitioners take
ECE coursework at the community college level (AIR, 2012).
California community college child development lab schools are where ECE
students learn to work directly with young children. In the child development
laboratories the students have the benefit to not only learn about theory, but link theory to
hands-on application. A small list of activities that the ECE students complete in the
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laboratory schools are: interpreting child observations, writing and implementing lesson
plans, conducting group time activities, assessing and evaluating children, and
assembling a child’s portfolio (Millovich, 2010).
Extensive literature has resulted regarding child development laboratory schools
as the critical link in assisting and improving early childhood teacher education efforts
(AIR, 2012; Arnold-Grine, 2007; Barbour, 2003; Bersani & Hutchins, 2003; Bowers,
2000; Brown & Freeman, 2003; CCCECE, 2012; CCCECE & EPEC, 2012; Clawson,
2003; Elicker & Barbour, 2012; File, 2012; Gilbert, 1999; Harms & Tracy, 2006; HormWingerd, Warford, & Penhallow, 1999; Lindauer & Austin, 1999; Linn, 2012; McBride,
1999; McMullen & Lash, 2012; Monroe & Horm, 2012; Myers, 2009; National
Association for the Education of Young Children, 2009; and Stremmel, Hill, & Fu, 2003;
Wilcox-Herzog & McLaren, 2012). Lab schools provide an opportunity for college
students to have an opportunity to work directly with young children, connecting theory
to practice under the supervision of faculty.
In the past five years, California community college laboratory schools have been
drastically impaired by cutbacks and closures. In March 2014, the CCCECE reported the
findings from a survey sent to California community college lab schools/children’s
centers indicating that twelve colleges have closed their child development laboratories.
One-half of those colleges surveyed were discussing future program closures.
Two years before CCCECE reported similar findings from a 2012 survey where
California community college lab schools/children’s centers indicated that: 16 out of 54
respondents reported their programs had full or partial program closures over the past
three years; 118 classrooms closed since 2008-2009; and 23 out of 50 respondents noted
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that discussions were currently taking place in their district regarding program closure of
the lab schools.
“It is both ironic and sad, while the state has turned significantly to community
college ECE departments as the core of its workforce training it has, at the same time,
reduced the viability of those programs” (CCCECE & EPEC, 2012, p. 1). Early
childhood care and education programs on California community colleges are being put
in an untenable and unsustainable position. The Chancellor’s office acknowledges,
“funds to support Campus Centers are seriously inadequate, causing many colleges to
eliminate critically needed services, and this has negatively impacts on ECE instructional
programs and access for low-income students with children” (CCCCO, 2012b, p. 2).
In a series of statewide and regional ECE faculty meetings, the topic of lab school
cutbacks and elimination were discussed. On March 2013, California ECE leaders
gathered together in San Francisco at a two-day Higher Education Colloquium for Early
Care and Education to discuss the closures of laboratory schools and the reduction of lab
resources (DeLapp, 2013).
Survival strategies for child development laboratories need to be outlined to
contest the most pressing issues, problems and barriers facing California child
development laboratories. There is current literature regarding child development
laboratory schools but no study has yet researched California community college child
development lab schools. Adding to the literature regarding California child
development lab schools can promote dialogue regarding the issues faced by the
programs, barriers that impede the programs, and solutions that can be employed to
increase viability.
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Purpose Statement
The purpose of this study was to examine and rate the most pressing issues,
problems and barriers facing California community colleges child development labs
programs, and what the experts’ recommendations are for the most viable solutions to
help California child development laboratory programs maintain viability.
Research Questions
The following research questions were addressed in this study:
1. According to a panel of experts, what are the most pressing issues, problems
and barriers facing California child development labs?
2. How do the experts rate the importance of the issues, problems, and barriers
identified in Research Question 1?
3. For the most highly rated issues, problems, and barriers identified in Research
Question 2, what are the experts’ recommendations for the most viable
solutions to help California Child Development Labs maintain viability?
Significance of the Problem
This study represents a first attempt to examine California community college
child development laboratory schools. ECE programs on community colleges are
increasingly pressured to respond to recurring and new challenges. In times of economic
scarcity, external forces often question the value of child development laboratories and
have marginalized the labs as a secondary service compared to labs serving other majors
(Myers, 2009). This study represents a long-needed look at California community
college child development lab programs considering the issues, problems, and barriers
that are facing lab schools and the solutions that can be obtained to promote viability. In
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recent regional and statewide meetings, ECE faculty have been searching for what
solutions community college child development programs are undertaking to save their
labs.
The information from this study has five potential benefits. First, the data could
provide rationale for policy construction regarding statewide community college lab
programs. Second, the study could assist in deciphering the most pressing problems and
barriers that California community college child development laboratories are facing. A
third benefit would be to solicit solutions to maintain viability for child development lab
programs. Fourth, the information obtained from this study could contribute to the
development of statewide recognition and possibly legislation on funding sources for
California community college child development laboratories. Finally, using the data
gathered from the research, it is possible that some child development laboratory schools
could be spared from closure.
Definitions
To efficiently communicate clear understandings of the key terms used
throughout this research, the following terms are identified and defined.
Child development/Early care and education programs: Title of program listed by
the California Community College Chancellor’s Office under the umbrella of Family and
Consumer Sciences (CCCCO, 2014a). California community colleges use a variety of
names identifying college coursework for those who want to study and/or work with
young children.

Some colleges are identified as child development programs, while

other colleges identify their programs as Early Childhood Studies, Early Childhood
Development, Early Childhood Education, and Early Care and Education. This study
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will use the phrase Early Care and Education (ECE) to include the variety of designations
used by California community colleges.
Child development laboratory: For the purpose of this study, child development
laboratories are defined as college/university campus-based programs that provide partday or full-day early childhood care and education for young children and additionally
focus on the missions associated with an academic program including teaching and
training, providing a setting for educational observation regarding child development and
theory, and serving children and families by providing a model of best practice (McBride,
1996; McBride et al., 2012).
Early care and education: The term unites the conjoined sectors of “care” and
“education” and typically includes developmentally appropriate care and educational
programs for infants through five years old as well as after school care programs for
children through age twelve (Goffin & Washington, 2007).
ECE experts: Early care and education specialists that have worked in the field of
early childhood and have held leadership positions at their colleges, at state-level
committees and task forces as defined in chapter III.
ECE practitioner: An ECE practitioner is a person who receives payment
providing direct care/education for young children. An ECE practitioner may be
employed at center-based programs, school-age program, in-home child care programs,
or in the children’s home (NSECE, 2013).
ECE program: The term of ECE program encompasses the collegiate academic
program and courses of study for college students.
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ECE workforce: ECE workforce includes all ECE workers in center-based or
home-based programs that receive wages (NSECE, 2013).
Faculty/Instructor: A faculty/instructor is a full-time or part-time faculty member
who is the instructor of record for a California community college program from a
regionally accredited institution of higher education. An academic employee refers to a
person employed by a community college district in an academic position minimum
qualifications have been established by the board of governors pursuant to California
education code Section §87356 (California Office of Administrative Law, 2014).
Head Start: A federal program begun in 1965 that provides a wide-ranging early
learning program for low socio-economically disadvantaged preschool-aged children (Ed
Central, 2014).
Laboratory school/Lab school: A physical setting where college students are
integrated into the children’s classroom environment to connect theory, research, and
practice in caring and educating young children (McBride, 1996). Also called Early
Education Professional Development Center and Early Childhood Education Laboratory
School.
Master teacher/Supervising teacher: A children’s classroom teacher (sometimes
called mentor) whom supervises and models best practices for ECE college students
(Commission on Teacher Credentialing [CTC], 2010).
Practicum/Supervised field experience: A college credit course of study where
college student teachers are placed in children’s classrooms (in this study, a CA lab
school) and implement course assignments under the supervision of ECE/CD faculty and
other qualified early education professionals including Master Teacher/Supervising
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Teacher (Millovich, 2010).
Pre-Kindergarten: Pre-kindergarten (also called pre-k) children are one or two
years away from entering kindergarten (Ed Central, 2014).
Preschools: Programs to care and educate children before they enter K-12
setting. There are many types of preschool programs run by churches, parent co-ops,
non-profit (including state-funded) or for-profit organizations, and family child care
homes (Ed Central, 2014).
Quality care: Quality care provides superior environments where children are kept
healthy, safe, and appropriate to the children’s age and safety of development. Factors of
quality include adequate attention to each child, encouragement of language and
sensorimotor development, attention to health and safety, professional caregivers
(including experience and degrees/certificates in early childhood education), and warm
and responsive caregivers (Berger, 2012).
Student teacher: College student enrolled at a regionally accredited institution of
higher education that is participating in a practicum/supervised field experience course
(Millovich, 2010).
Transitional-kindergarten: The California transitional-kindergarten (TK)
classrooms are derived from the Kindergarten Readiness Act of 2010, California Senate
Bill (SB) 1381, that changed the required birthday for admission to kindergarten and first
grade and established a transition-to-kindergarten program for four-year-olds (California
Department of Education [CDE], 2014a). Most TK programs are being offered by the
California K-12 public school district system and are essentially a new grade level.
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Young children: In this study the term young children refer to children in the
period of birth through age eight.
Delimitations
In defining the boundaries of this research, the following delimitations were imposed:
1. The California Community Colleges laboratory schools were the only lab
schools studied.
2. This study was delimited to California child development/early care and
education experts who met the specific criteria defined in chapter III.
Organization of the Study
This chapter provided a brief summary of the key points regarding this research
on California community colleges child development laboratories. In chapter two the
literature is reviewed concerning California community colleges child development lab
schools. Chapter three describes the methods and procedures for conducting this study.
Chapter four will present an analysis and discussion of the findings within the framework
of the three research questions. Chapter five summarizes the findings followed by
conclusions and recommendations for future studies.
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Chapter II: Review of the Literature
This chapter focuses on the conceptual framework of pertinent research related to
the study of California Community College Child Development Laboratory Schools. Six
major areas of literature are reviewed: (a) national and California state focus on early
childhood care and education; (b) importance of early care and education; (c) national
child development laboratory schools; (d) California community college early childhood
education; (e) California community college child development lab schools; and (f)
laboratory school barriers and survival strategies.
National Focus on Early Care and Education
The importance of early care and education (ECE) has been given national
attention. In his State of the Union Address, President Obama called on congress to
ensure that every child has access to a world-class education including expanding access
to high-quality preschool to every four-year old in America (Obama, 2014). The
president has released Preschool for All Program nationwide allocating $90 billion in
funding nationwide over a 10-year period (Office of the Press Secretary, 2013). The
president based his proposal on current research that children exposed to high-quality
early learning programs will achieve later success in school and in life.
In addition to the Preschool for All Program, Strong Start for America’s Children
Act is a 10-year federal-state partnership bill that was introduced to expand and improve
early learning opportunities for birth-to age five children. The act has four components
that promises to: (a) provide access to preschool for 4-year olds for families earning
below 200 percent of the federal poverty level; (b) build early learning partnerships with
early Head Start and local infant and toddler agencies; (c) allocate $100 million to
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support child care training, licensure, and professional development; and (d) to advocate
for federal monies to continue to assist home visitation programs (U. S. House of
Representatives: Committee on Education and the Workforce Democrats, 2013). This
program is intended to augment the federal Preschool for All Program by funding early
care and education starting at birth rather than exclusively focusing on pre-kindergarten
children.
The national campaign I’m the Guy You Pay Later has also been in the news and
throughout social media advocating the importance of paying for quality early care or pay
far more for costs of crime later (Fight Crime: Invest in Kids, 2013). Sheriffs, police
chiefs and prosecutors are urging America to cut crime by investing in high-quality early
care and education. Research from Chicago’s Child-Parent Centers found that children
who participated in high-quality preschool and parent coaching programs were 20 percent
less likely to be arrested for a felony or be incarcerated as young adults who did not
attend (Reynolds, Temple, Ou, Arteaga, & White, 2011).
Additionally, early learning and education is receiving rare bi-partisan support
from legislators. In a letter addressed to members of the Budget Conference Committee,
over 500 state legislators from all 50 states urged federal investment in early childhood
education to become a priority in upcoming budget decisions (First Five Years Fund,
2013). “We believe that maintaining and expanding high-quality early childhood
education is an effective and efficient expenditure even when budgets are tight. We urge
you to make these investments in young children a priority in your deliberations” (First
Five Years Fund, 2013, p. 1).
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Retired military leaders also stood in solidarity supporting a comprehensive early
learning agenda (National Policy Blog, 2013). 350 retired military senior officers
implored state and federal lawmakers to create policies to support high-quality early
learning programs. “Expanding access to quality pre-k is the smartest thing we can do,
right now, to get more children on track for academic success,” said General Victor E.
“Gene” Renuart, Jr., USAF-Ret (as cited in National Policy Blog, 2013, p. 1).
Moreover, leading economists agree that long-term investments of providing
high-quality early learning to children can lessen the achievement gap for children from
lower-income socio-economic families. Nobel Laureate in economics, James J.
Heckman, estimates that early care and education provides a return of seven dollars for
every one dollar invested (Heckman, 2012). Additional research has shown that
investing in high-quality early childhood education, taxpayers receive a high average
return with savings in cognitive and social areas like improved academic achievement,
increased employment, and a reduction in crime (Barnett, 2003; Levin & Schwartz, 2012;
Reynolds et al., 2011; and Yoshikawa et al., 2013).
Former Federal Reserve Chairman Ben Bernanke has remarked that starting early
in life is crucial for the acquisition of education and skills (Brown et al., 2008). Bernanke
stated, “Economically speaking, early childhood programs are a good investment, with
inflation-adjusted annual rates of return on the funds dedicated to these programs
estimated to reach 10 percent or higher. Very few alternative investments can promise
that kind of return” (as cited by Kearns, 2012, para. 5).
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State of California Focus on Early Care and Education
The momentum of early care and education has also been recognized in
California. The importance of early care and education was emphasized when a Senate
bill (SB 837) was recently introduced to make transitional kindergarten available to all
four-year-olds, endorsed by the State Superintendent of Instruction, Tom Torlakson
(Steinberg, 2014). The bill touted the importance of expanding early care and education
as an opportunity for California’s economic stability.
In 2012, California was one of only nine states to receive the Race to the TopEarly Learning Challenge federal grant of $52.6 million to improve young children’s
success (California Department of Education, 2013a). California has earmarked the
federal monies to improve the quality of early learning programs and close the
achievement gap for vulnerable young children.
California has established the California Early Learning Quality Improvement
System (CAEL QIS) in 2012 to rate the quality of licensed centers and family child care
homes. The rating structure is based on five components of quality including ratio and
group size, teaching and learning family improvement, staff education and training, and
program leadership (Karoly & Zellman, 2012). This system will guide early care and
education centers toward improving the quality of programs offered to children and
families.
The State of California has joined other states in vetting and publishing Early
Childhood Educator Competencies to build quality of care within the ECE workforce.
The competencies define knowledge, skills, and dispositions that practitioners need in
order to best support the learning of young children.
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Not since the War on Poverty and launching of Head Start in 1965 has the early
care and education community attracted so much public attention. The focus and
resources that are now being attributed to young children in the United States is changing
the landscape of early childhood care and education.
Importance of Early Childhood Education
Recent meta-analyses provide clear evidence the benefits of high-quality early
care and education having substantial impact on young children’s progress (Camilli et al,
2010; Yoshikawa et al., 2013). High-quality early childhood care and education studies
extend positive effects on children’s development “for language, literacy and early math
skills; for social and emotional outcomes, and in children’s health” (Yoshikawa et al.,
2013, p. 14). The debate on whether or not early childhood care and education is
important has been decisively settled in favor of how young children are cared for and
educated. Early childhood care and education is critically important to the developing
child (Kagan & Reid, 2009).
Three seminal longitudinal studies have established a concrete case on the impact
that early childhood care and education intervention can have on children and families.
The programs in particular that have been the focus of much research and study are: (1)
the Chicago Child-Parent Centers, (2) the Abecedarian program in North Carolina, and
(3) the High/Scope Perry Preschool in Michigan (Galinsky, 2006; Barnett, 2008; Barnett,
2013b). These studies were conducted over several decades and found early experiences
of high-quality early childhood programs have significant positive impacts on the
participants’ lives (Barnett, 2013b; Barnett et al., 2013; Heckman, 2012; Shonkoff &
Phillips, 2000). The three longitudinal studies have had an exceptional influence
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securing the significance of high-quality early childhood programs for children and
families. The young children who partook in the study were considered “at-risk” yet the
significant findings of the interventions included increased achievement in school,
reduced placements in special education, reduced grade retention, higher high school
graduation rates, lower rates of adult crime and delinquency, continuous employment and
earnings as adults, and less use of social services programs (Barnett, 2008; Barnett,
2013b; Galinsky, 2006; Karoly & Bigelow, 2005; Lamy, Barnett, & Jung, 2005;
MacGillvary & Lucia, 2011).
Barnett (2008) summarizes:
These programs not only achieve important educational goals, but are sound
public investments even if they are far from optimal, or even if they serve
populations with relatively less to gain than the cohorts studied in these three
programs. The value of the benefits is so high that even if more advantaged
children gained as little as one half—or even one tenth—of the benefits
disadvantaged children gain, a one- or two-year preschool program for them
would be a worthwhile public investment (p. 17).
Equally compelling literature on neuroscience studies over the past two decades
supports why the high-quality early care and education programs are so successful. Since
the brains of young children are relatively underdeveloped, the developmental process
includes an active interaction between children’s individual genetic predispositions and
their life experiences (Galinsky, 2006). The neuroscience findings suggest the window
between birth and age five is a critical period of rapid learning and brain development
(Berger, 2012; Shonkoff & Phillips, 2000; Tokuhana-Espinosa, 2011). The following
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table depicts windows of opportunity, brain-wiring opportunities, and the time of greatest
enhancement in child development.
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Table 1. Brain Wiring Opportunities
Brain Wiring Opportunities
Window
Wiring
Opportunity
Emotional Intelligence
0-48 months
Trust
0-14 months
Impulse Control
16-48 months

Greatest Enhancement
4 years to puberty

Social Development
Attachment
Independence
Cooperation

0-48 months
0-12 months
18-36 months
24-48 months

4 years to puberty

Thinking Skills
Cause and Effect
Problem-Solving

0-48 months
0-16 months
16-48 months

4 years to puberty

Motor Development

0-24 months

4 years to puberty

Vision

0-24 months

2 years to puberty

Language Skills
Early Sounds
Vocabulary

0-24 months
4-8 months
0-24 months

2-7 years
8 months to puberty
2-5 years

Adapted from “Early brain development research review and update,” by P. Schiller,
2011, Exchange, November/December 2010, p. 28.
Jack Shonkoff (2000) addressed the question of why early childhood programs
have enduring effects:
These interventions provided positive learning experiences and supportive,
growth-promoting environments at a time when the children’s brain circuits were
being built. Thus, they promoted the development of sturdy brain architecture
that provided a stronger foundation for later achievement rather than disrupted
architecture that would have served as a weaker foundation for subsequent failure.
Moreover, because of the decreasing plasticity of the brain as it matures, it is
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easier to build increasingly complex circuits on a strong base than to try to adapt
to faulty circuitry that was not developed properly from the beginning (as cited in
(Galinsky, 2006, p.7).
In other words, it’s better for a child’s brain to build healthy architecture than try to fix it
later with intervention.
Neuroscientists as well as social scientists have established that essential
proficiencies in social, emotional, and cognitive skills begin to develop in infancy and are
well integrated by the time children enter kindergarten (Berger, 2012; Shonkoff &
Phillips, 2000). Children’s earliest experiences lay the groundwork for later success or
failure. Developmental skill sets whether serving the child as an advantage or
disadvantage are present when a child enters kindergarten and are compounded over the
rest of their education (MacGillvary & Lucia, 2011).
The increased studies on the importance of early care and education have now led
to more government funding for the youngest members of our population. The
importance of early childhood has been recognized in national, state, and local
communities. “In no other field is the evidence of efficacy so compelling, and in no other
field is the potential for future investment so promising” (Kagan & Reid, 2009, p. 576).
Early Care and Education Training Linked to High-Quality Programs
In order to fulfill the expectancies from national and state leaders, the early
childhood workforce is pivotal to the mission of improving children outcomes. ECE
practitioners must be trained on the best and most effective strategies of working with
young children in order to achieve desired results. Ritblatt, Garrity, Longstreth, Hokoda
and Potter (2013) posit “that just as quality education matters for young children, quality
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educational experiences for ECE teachers are essential if the field is to live up to the
promise of early care and education” (p. 48).
Programs that have been found to achieve dramatic improvements in child
outcomes have been positively linked to having highly qualified, well-compensated
teachers with strong supervision skills (AIR, 2012). Early childhood practitioners are
essential influences in shaping how much the children learn and how well-prepared
children are to enter school (Rust & Burcham, 2013).
The positive correlation of early childhood practitioners with higher levels of
education and specialized training in early childhood education increasing child outcomes
presents consistently in the literature (AIR, 2012; Barnett, 2003; Bowman, Donovan, &
Burns, 2001; Bueno, Darling-Hammond, & Gonzales, 2010; Burchinal & Cryer, 2003;
Early et al., 2006; Karoly & Bigelow, 2005; Karoly & Zellman, 2012; National Institute
of Child Health and Human Development (NICHD) Early Child Care Research Network
[NICHD], 2002) NICHD Early Child Care Research Network & Duncan, 2003;
Whitebook, 2003). Teachers with specialized training in ECE provide higher quality
classroom environments than teachers without such qualifications. Teachers with
bachelor degrees have demonstrated greater “responsiveness” with children including
being warmer, more sensitive, and engaging in their interactions (Zigler, Gilliam, &
Jones, 2006). Children’s outcomes including larger vocabularies and richer cognitive
experiences are higher when to exposed to ECE practitioners with bachelor degrees
(Bueno et al., 2010).
In addition to formal education, specialized training in early care and education is
also associated with high-quality programs. One of the markers of high-quality programs
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is the teacher education and experience. Berger (2012) asserts, when early education
programs are compared, the most important variable is how the teacher responds to the
needs of young children. Teacher responsiveness is achieved with the combination of
teacher education, experience, and low children-teacher ratio (Berger, 2012). Ghazvini
and Mullis (2002) found that the best predictors of higher-quality care were specialized
training of caregivers, low child-teacher ratios, implementation of intentional activities in
the classroom, and less perceived stress by practitioners.
Conversely, Early et al. (2006) and Whitebook (2003) have cautioned that
contextual factors also play a role in the relationship between teacher education
attainment and child outcomes. There are variations in the quality of the degree
programs, work environment, and level of compensation (AIR, 2012). Bachelor degree
holders do not guarantee high quality early care and education environments.
Sheridan, Marvin, & Knoche (2009) assert that early childhood practitioners are
being asked to have greater learning of child development, provide fuller educational
experiences, involve children with a variety of aptitudes and upbringings, collaborate
with a diverse collection of families, demonstrate accountability, and do so with fewer
resources than ever before. Furthermore, Whitebook (2003) reviewed eight studies that
specifically explored child outcomes of pre-k classrooms when teachers have bachelor
degrees and specialized training ECE. Whitebook findings were that teachers of young
children are increasingly called upon to have higher levels understanding of children’s
aptitude to learn and teaching techniques to help them learn (2003). According to
Sheridan, Marvin, & Knoche (2009) and Whitebook (2003), the research reviewed
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underscores the importance of not only higher education but also specialized training in
early care and education.
Child Development Laboratory Schools
Child development laboratories are “campus-based” programs that provide parttime or full-time early care and education to young children as well as serving the
mission of the academic program at the college/university where the laboratory is housed
(McBride, 1996). Child development laboratory programs have the additional
stewardship of training future early childhood professionals, contributing to research in
the areas of early childhood care and education, and serving as a model program for
children, families, and the community (Clawson, 2003).
McBride et al. (2012) asserts that child development laboratory schools are places
that generate knowledge within lab schools. College students acquire an understanding
and learn more about teaching children and classroom practices within the lab schools.
Many types of ECE programs use laboratory schools to augment the academic program;
they can “be found on doctoral-granting institutions, comprehensive colleges and
universities that grant baccalaureate and master’s degrees, community colleges, and
specialized institutions/technical schools across the nation” (McBride et al., 2012, p.
155).
Mission of Laboratory Schools
The literature regarding child development lab schools typically articulates a
tripartite mission of: (1) providing teaching and training to early childhood care and
education students; (2) providing a setting for students and faculty for educational
observation and research regarding child development and theory; and (3) serving
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children and families by providing a model program of best practice (Clawson, 2003;
McBride, 1996; and McBride & Baumgartner, 2003). Lindauer & Austin (1999) defines
the multiple purposes of laboratory schools with emphases on theory, research, and
practice. Labs are expressly designed for the preparation of students under the
supervision of trained master teachers and faculty.
The California community colleges early childhood educators have articulated the
mission of the California community college laboratory school to: prepare the early
education workforce, educate young children birth to five years old, and support student
parents (CCCECE, 2014). Labs on college campuses are multi-functional to provide an
education setting for college students as well as serve student-parent families.
Moreover, the literature reviewed significantly supports that lab schools are
critically necessary for institutions of higher learning to attain the mission of the
academic program on behalf of college students, faculty, children, family, and the
community (AIR, 2012; Arnold-Grine, 2007; Barbour, 2003; Bersani & Hutchins, 2003;
Bowers, 2000; Brown & Freeman, 2003; CCCECE, 2012; CCCECE & EPEC, 2012;
Clawson, 2003; Elicker & Barbour, 2012; File, 2012; Gilbert, 1999; Harms & Tracy,
2006; Wilcox-Herzog & McLaren, 2012; Horm-Wingerd, Warford, & Penhallow, 1999;
Lindauer & Austin, 1999; Linn, 2012; McBride, 1999; McMullen & Lash, 2012; Monroe
& Horm, 2012; Myers, 2009; Stremmel, Hill, & Fu, 2003).
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Benefits of Laboratory Schools
Benefits for College Students
Monroe and Horm (2012) and Wilcox-Herzog and McLaren (2012) assert that lab
schools present an ideal education setting for students studying child development or in a
teacher preparation program. Students can observe and apply ECE theories and concepts
by studying children in a high-quality ECE environment (Clawson, 2003). CCCECE
(2012) noted that (a) lab classrooms are uniquely designed to accommodate college
students in the environment without disrupting children’s activities; (b) many labs have
observation rooms/hallways where college students can unobtrusively view teacher/child
interactions and behaviors; (c) lab teachers are trained and paid to guide college students
as they work with young children; and (d) college students are able to study ECE with
consistent pedagogy that reflects current research and practices.
Benefits for College Parents
According to Clawson (2003) student-parents attending college are benefitted
with an ideal ECE environment while they attend classes. Having a high-quality center
on campus allows student-parents to use the lab school to care for their children so they
can complete their scholastic goals (CCCECE & EPEC, 2012).
Benefits for Higher Education Institutions
Creange (1980) reported that college/university lab schools are more likely to
retain college students with young children, demonstrate a commitment to women and
minorities, lessen faculty scheduling issues related to child care, recruit notable faculty
and staff, and expand community relationships.

Carlson (2003) found that lab schools

on campus have also been shown to improve student absenteeism and increase student
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productivity (as cited by Myers, 2009). Brown et al. (2008) reported that student-parents
with access to on-campus ECE programs have higher grade point averages and are more
likely to graduate than student-parents who do not have access to reliable child care. In
2012, CCCECE specified, “without these vital programs student-parents (especially
women) will face significant barriers to their achieving their vocational and educational
goals, including earned degrees and certificates” (p. 2).
Higher education institutions may also benefit from the stringent standards of
operating a high-quality lab school thereby making it easier to attract and retain
accreditation and resources (Wilcox-Herzog & McLaren, 2012). Furthermore, faculty in
other disciplines such as psychology, sociology, and nursing may use the lab school for
student assignments and projects to further the students’ understanding of child
development theory and concepts (McBride et al., 2012).
Benefits for Lab Teachers and Staff
Another benefit derived from lab schools found in the literature is that lab
teachers and other staff who work in a lab setting are supported in developing and
implementing new curriculum approaches and teaching strategies inspired by the latest
research and best practices (Clawson, 2003). Lab personnel have access to current
research and practices to implement high-quality ECE curriculum (McBride et al., 2012).
Benefits for Community
Lab schools often work collaboratively with the surrounding community in the
form of training the ECE workforce, offering educational presentations, and serving as
members on advisory boards (Wilcox-Herzog & McLaren, 2012). Serving as a model
program, local center-based and family home-centers may send staff to workshops and
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trainings, take additional college courses, and observe the latest techniques and practices
of caring and teaching young children (Arnold-Grine, 2007; Clawson, 1999; McBride et
al., 2012; Thomas, Edlefson, & Boulton, 2013).
History of Laboratory Schools
The US Commissioner of Education reported laboratory schools have existed on
university campuses since 1874 fulfilling both the practice teaching and modeling
functions (as cited by Hendrick, 1980). Lab schools were established to function in
association with normal schools stating that it should be a place of “illustrating, testing,
and, at least in part, originating theory of education” (as cited by Hendrick, 1980, p. 55).
In the early twentieth century, John Dewey conceptualized the intellectual basis of
public, private, and university laboratory schools interested in experimentation. Dewey
stated, “It bears the same relation to the work of pedagogy that a laboratory bears to
biology, physics, or dentistry” (as cited by Blakely, 2009; Hendrick, 1980). “Schools
connected with normal schools and teachers colleges grew more numerous during the
1920s and 1930s, and virtually all of them accepted teacher preparation as their first
responsibility, often their only responsibility” (Hendrick, 1980, p. 56). During the 20th
century, the quantity of laboratory schools on college campuses increased gradually.
In the 1960’s Lyndon Johnson’s War on Poverty added more focus on early
childhood education to close the achievement gap. Head Start was instituted in 1965 as a
“catch-up” remediation program for disadvantaged children that were low-income.
Unlike nursery schools, “Head Start personnel received considerable training through
successful in-service efforts” (Thompson, 1992, p. 10). More college-based laboratory
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schools were established to assist in formal educational preparation for early childhood
and kindergarten training departments.
The literature of laboratory schools, including both child development and
educational programs at colleges and universities, reveals that the mission of “research”
was the raison d’etre for lab schools until in the 1970s when colleges and universities
were reacting to the increased numbers of women who came to campus as students, staff,
and faculty (Freeman & Brown, 1999; Townley & Zeece, 1991). In the 1970’s the
increase of females on colleges and universities put emphasis on “service-based” child
care systems to support the needs of working and studying mothers and put the
“research” focus as less in importance (Townley & Zeece, 1991).
In the 1980s child development lab schools had to justify their existence being
compared to “day care workers” and unskilled laborers (Thompson, 1992). “President
Reagan reinforced this opinion when he refuted the necessity of setting standards for
child care teachers, because he claimed they are in essence doing what women have done
throughout history: taking care of children” (Thompson, 1992, p. 30).
Child development laboratory schools continue to the present to provide highquality early childhood education services to children and families, training future early
childhood practitioners, and serving as sites for research (Arnold-Grine, 2007; Clawson,
1999; McBride et al., 2012; Thomas, et al., 2013). Horm-Wingerd et al., (1999) used the
analogy that lab schools are similar to teaching hospitals in training medical personnel.
McBride (2012) argued that child development laboratory schools are “much like in the
lab component of biology, geography, other sciences classes, students learn by doing,
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under the careful guidance and oversight of more skilled mentors” (McBride et al., 2012,
p. 157).
Lab schools are exceptional places for concentrated teacher education and training
(Elicker & Barbour, 2012). Lab schools put theory into practice to allow pre-service
teachers to develop strategies in learning to work with young children.
California Community Colleges Early Childhood Education
California is one out of three states, including Massachusetts and Vermont, which
require ECE training to be obtained through college courses (Barnett, 2003). Whitebook
et al., (2005) reported half of California’s colleges and universities offered courses to
prepare ECE teachers. About three-quarters of the programs are offered at California
community colleges (Whitebook et al., 2005). For more than four decades within the
state of California, the majority of early childhood practitioners are educated and trained
by California community college programs (CCCCO, 2012b).
The California Community Colleges Chancellor’s office depicts 105 out of 112
community colleges offering ECE instructional programs (CCCCO, 2010). ECE is the
largest discipline for issuing career certificates (CCCECE & EPEC, 2012).

ECE also

ranks as the second highest total number of certificates and degrees combined completed
among vocational programs in community colleges (CCCCO, 2010). ECE programs
serve more than 100,000 students in the instructional programs annually and more than
10,000 student parents are served in campus children’s centers (CCCCO, 2010).
California community colleges have developed an eight-course lower-division
core curriculum initiated by the CCCECE (California community college early childhood
educators) Curriculum Alignment Project (CAP). The eight-course curriculum has been
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adopted by 102 California community colleges (Child Development Training Consortium
[CDTC], 2014b, para. 4). The curriculum teaches college students (1) child growth and
development; (2) child, family, and community; (3) introduction to curriculum; (4)
observation and assessment; (5) principles and practices of teaching young children; (6),
health, safety, and nutrition; (7) teaching in a diverse society; and (8) practicum (CDTC,
2014b).
ECE Practicum Field Experiences
Throughout the state, California community college child development/ECE
departments have imbedded “supervised field experience” practicum course(s) in
certificate and degree patterns to provide students with opportunities to work directly
with young children. The practicum course is an indispensable and critical component of
California early childhood care and education coursework (CCCECE & EPEC, 2012).
Throughout the state of California, the practicum supervised field experience class serves
as the capstone course for child development/ECE majors and certificates. The
practicum course is required for the Child Development Transfer Major course sequence
and the statewide Curriculum Alignment Project (CCCECE & EPEC, 2012). The
majority of child development/ECE teacher programs use the campus-based child
development laboratories as a teacher-training center for practicum students in addition to
other coursework (CCCECE & EPEC, 2012).
ECE programs throughout California require a supervised practicum course where
students can learn under supervision to care and teach young children (CCCCO, 2012b).
Whitebook et al., (2005) reported that 94 percent of associate degree programs require a
supervised practicum as part of the completion of the ECE/Child Development degree.
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The California Community College Chancellor’s office (2012) affirmed that highquality campus children’s centers that serve as a practicum/laboratory site for the
instructional program are an essential component for training ECE students.
Additionally, the National Association for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC)
advocates for practicum courses: “Supervised, reflective field experiences are critical to
high-quality professional preparation. These key elements are best learned, practiced and
assessed in field experiences” (2009, p. 6). Campus child development laboratories are to
key to educating and training the California ECE workforce to learn best practices
working directly with children.
The California chancellor’s office recommends that community colleges integrate
campus child development centers with the academic ECE programs to have a truly
exemplary educational college curriculum (Chancellor’s Task Force on Child
Development Instruction and Services, 1983). Integrating the experience found in child
development lab schools with child development/early childhood education college
curriculum has prompted students to gain requisite professional knowledge and skills.
California Child Development Laboratory Schools
In California community colleges, the majority of ECE programs have an
interwoven child development center that works alongside the academic program
(Chancellor’s Task Force on Child Development Instruction and Services, 1983). The
child development centers serve the useful purpose of being a site for student placement
for supervised field experience. Students enrolled in the ECE academic program may
also use the site for observations and activities working directly with children to
experiment with child development concepts. Other programs throughout the campus
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including nursing, sociology, psychology, speech pathology, and dental hygiene send
students to the child development laboratories for theory-to-practice coursework (Myers,
2009).
The child development lab is comparable to the cosmetology lab in how the
cosmetology students’ learn to cut hair. Gaining knowledge through required reading
from textbooks is important to both disciplines however theoretical or academic
knowledge must go hand-in-hand with applied practical experience. Just as in other
fields of applied science, ECE students need to work directly with children in order to
apply academic concepts to obtain the skill set of effectively teaching and managing a
classroom (Bowers, 2000; Brown & Freeman, 2003; CCCECE, 2012; Clawson, 2003;
Elicker & Barbour, 2012; File, 2012; Gilbert, 1999; Horm-Wingerd et al., 1999; Lindauer
& Austin, 1999; McBride et al., 2012; Monroe & Horm, 2012; Stremmel et al., 2003;
Wilcox-Herzog & McLaren, 2012).
California Laboratory School Funding Streams
Several different funding streams provide resources to California community
college child development laboratory schools. A common type of funding for lab schools
is from the California Department of Education (CDE) “General Child Care program”
whereas college campuses have established contracts with the CDE to subsidize
children’s fees and tuition for attending a child development laboratory. The colleges
receive a general reimbursement rate for “subsidized” children. Subsidized slots are
limited so there are some community college laboratory schools that would like to
receive “subsidized children’s slots” and are on a waiting list (California Department of
Education [CDE], 2014c).
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Another source of funding for California community college lab schools are
certificate (vouchers) programs given by county welfare departments (Karpilow, 1999).
The family’s case worker issues the child care certificate for the family to bring to
approved vendors including child development lab schools, in-home care, and family
child care programs.
Some community college programs have State Preschool programs that are
housed within the campus child development facility. The State Preschool programs
provide comprehensive developmental programs for 3- 5-year-old children from lowincome families (CDE, 2014b). The State Preschool programs are funded through the
California Department of Education.
A combination of federal and state funds is available to community college
districts from the CalWORKS program. CalWORKS funds are available for training
programs and for child care providers. CalWORKS has a three-stage system of child
care for families as they move through the welfare-to-work process (CDE, 2014c).
Forty-seven community colleges campuses participate in tax bail-out funds
allocated by the California Community Colleges Chancellor’s Office (CCCCO, 2012b).
The tax bail-out funds are additional funds to support specific student groups and support
programs (known as categorical programs). The funds are allocated based on
community college district property tax assessments for child care programs prior to the
1978 passage of the Proposition 13 (CCCCO, 2011). [Under Proposition 13, California
annual property taxes collected do not exceed two percent of the full cash value of the
property; when a property is sold it is reassessed at one percent of the sale price then
capped at two percent for future property taxes (California Tax Data, 2014)].
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bail-out funds were made available in the 1977-78 fiscal year pursuant to Section §8329
and §8330 of the Education code to the existing districts for its child care and
development program (California Office of Administrative Law, 2014; CCCCO, 2011).
There are also college laboratory schools that are self-funded through parent
tuition and fees. Parents pay tuition for the child development lab schools to care and
educate their children.
There is a large array of methods for funding campus child development labs and
many mixtures of revenues. Partial funding may be derived from many other sources,
including: The Child Care Access Means Parents in School program (CCAMPIS) federal
grant; direct institutional support; earmarked student activity fees; support from
faculty/student associations and/or student governments; funding from college
foundations; federal Health and Human Services (HHS) Child Care and Development
Fund; U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) Child Care and Adult Food Program
(CACFP); United Way; and individual and corporate contributions (Boressoff, 2012).
First Five California has also contributed to community college child development
laboratory schools (Karoly, 2012).
In the California Community College Chancellor’s office Budget and Accounting
Manual (2012a) it outlines that colleges are to set up a Child Development Fund where:
Costs incurred in the operation and maintenance of the child care and
development services are paid from this fund. However, those segments of child
care and development activities that are part of the instructional activity of the
college or district must be accounted for in the General Fund (p. 2.17).
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Based on the CCCCO Budget and Accounting manual, the child development
laboratory schools should not be paying for the college academic program expenditures
incurred from education and training the ECE college students.
California Child Development Laboratory Schools Reduction
The Great Recession in California took a toll on the California community college
child development laboratory schools (Bohn, Reyes, & Johnson, 2013). Officially the
Great Recession began in December of 2007 and led to unprecedented community
college budget cuts totaling more than $1.5 billion from 2008 through 2012 (Bohn et al.,
2013). Community colleges faced with the extraordinary budget deficits reduced course
offerings, full-time equivalent instructors and increased class sizes (Bohn et al., 2013).
Early childhood care and education programs were severely curtailed and victims
of a great deal of fiscal hardship during the Great Recession (Gordon, 2012).

In times

of economic scarcity, child development labs can be the sacrificial lambs on some college
campuses (McBride, 1996). CCCECE and EPEC (2012) wrote “community colleges
child development departments, which have provided the bedrock for California ECE
workforce training, are at great risk” (p. 1). The austere underfunding of campus lab
schools/children’s centers threatens the existence of the campus lab schools/children’s
centers.
In 2012, CCCECE conducted a lab school survey and reported 118 classrooms
closed since 2008-2009, 16 of 54 programs had full or partial program closures over the
past three years, and 23 of 50 respondents noted discussion was taking place on
eliminating their lab school. In January 2012, the California community college
chancellor’s office listed the lack of funding for the lab schools as a critical issue that has
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decreased the number of labs significantly (CCCCO, 2012b). The chancellor’s office
cautioned that the educational component of the child development laboratory schools is
a critical link in workforce preparation but acknowledged that labs are underfunded and
at risk for preparing students to enter the early education workforce (CCCCO, 2012b).
Despite the many benefits of lab schools, many California community college lab
schools are closing due to lack of resources and support from their host colleges
(CCCECE, 2012). Without a child development lab, students will not be able to link
theory with hands-on learning on campus. The students will be forced to perform their
practicum coursework off campus without the daily direct supervision of faculty
(CCCECE & EPEC, 2012).
At the same time the visibility of the early care and education is at an all time
high nationally and throughout the state, the ECE community is struggling to secure
resources to educate ECE educators, particularly funding laboratory schools on
community college campuses. “It seems ironic that campus child care programs are
struggling to survive at the same time that politicians, the popular press, and big
businesses are rediscovering early childhood education” (Freeman & Brown, 1999, p.
51).
Laboratory School Barriers
There are current trends that serve as barriers and survival strategies for California
child development laboratory schools in preparing the ECE workforce. Although the 105
community colleges offer ECE programs, the colleges are dissimilar.
In a state that includes the metropolis of LA and mountain town of Lone Pine,
those needs are quite diverse. Programs that make sense at the college of the
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Siskiyous in Weed—in the northernmost part of the state—are very different from
those offered to Silicon Valley residents at the five districts and nine campuses
that serve them (EdSource, 2005, p. 4).
Laboratory schools are also diverse in their settings, funding, populations served,
programming and operation policies (McBride et al., 2012). The literature reveals
common themes amongst lab schools despite the diversity. Multiple barriers facing lab
schools was prevalent in the literature reviewed.
Eight themes emerged in the literature regarding barriers faced by campus
laboratory schools including: (1) lack of funding; (2) competing missions; (3) glorified
babysitters; (4) criticism of lab schools; (5) low education levels; (6) long work hours; (7)
low public perception; and (8) low wages.
Lack of Funding
The literature reveals that it is common for campus laboratory schools to struggle
with financial problems (Freeman & Brown, 1999). “Most campus labs schools of the
20s, 30s, and 40s were plagued by financial problems” (Hendrick, 1980, p. 57). One of
the most serious day-to-day threats to laboratory schools is the lack of funding dilemma
faced by the colleges/universities (Bersani & Hutchins, 2003; Clawson, 1999; 2003;
Stremmel et al., 2003; Thomas et al., 1992; updated 2013; Wright, 2003). Laboratory
schools are faced with the sobering challenge securing campus and outside resources to
fulfill their mission (Barbour, 2003; Reifel, 2003).
Child development labs can be costly because they are resource intensive with
personnel, facilities, and other expenditures including food and materials (Bowers, 2000;
Branscomb & McBride, 2005; McBride, 1996; McBride et.al 2012). CCCECE & EPEC
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(2012) reported that campus lab schools have higher costs associated with paying staff
members. Since lab schools strive to be exemplary, they need to employ highly qualified
master teachers who care and educate young children and also mentor college students.
Campus schools have higher costs associated with teachers that earn decent salaries than
the outside community ECE programs that do not require the training future practitioners
(McBride & Baumgartner, 2003). It is estimated that 90 percent of many lab schools are
salaries and benefits (Freeman & Brown, 1999; Wright, 2003). Townley (1991)
concluded “a funding base may limit a program’s ability to pay competitive wages, to
retain quality staff, to extend services to low income and special needs children, or to
operate a solvent child care business” (p. 25).
There have been administrators who have argued to outsource the lab school and
send practicum students to community-based ECE centers (Freeman & Brown, 1999).
ECE faculty argue with this approach that they cannot place college students obtaining an
Associate of Science degree with a minimally qualified teacher at a childcare center
(McBride & Baumgartner, 2003). Beyond the lab used for practica, students use the lab
schools for multiple observations and research as they learn and explore young children’s
early care and education. Closing the lab school leaves academic program vulnerable to
fulfill the academic mission of quality teacher preparation.
Labs have to be cautious in expenditures given the high costs of running highquality child development centers. Covert’s (2014) research indicates:
Childcare costs more than annual median rent in every state, more than what the
typical family spends on food in every region of the country, more than mortgage
payments in 19 states and DC, and more than even tuition at a four-year public
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college in 31 states and DC (p. 1).
Most parents cannot pay for quality ECE without some form of subsidy (Karolak,
2014). Freeman and Brown (1999) affirmed, “When fees for service became our main
funding source, it became painfully apparent that affordable tuition cannot support
quality programming” (p. 52).
Child development laboratories must also compete within the campus institution
priorities. When campus budgets are reduced, ECE programs are regularly called upon to
justify their importance on behalf of the college students and community (Cutler, 2012;
Freeman & Brown, 1999; Lindauer & Austin, 1999). When budget reductions are
established, lab schools are faced with political infighting amongst academic programs,
lack of support from department and college administrators, demands for space on
campus, and an inability to defend their programs based solely upon student enrollment
and earned student credits (Brown & Freeman, 2003; Lindauer & Austin, 1999; Stremmel
et al., 2003).
During economic downturns it becomes increasingly challenging for ECE
programs to justify and defend the amount of college funds given by their institutions
(McBride, 1996). Child development laboratories must be cautious that they not become
the sacrificial lamb/scapegoat at the college when resources are scarce (CCCCECE &
EPEC, 2012; Wright, 2003).
McBride (1996) found that funding for child development lab schools also falls
short from the college funding that supports other lab programs at the same educational
institution including chemistry, life sciences, and engineering. Financial cutbacks to

41

	
  

child development lab schools make it increasingly difficult to continue addressing threepart mission (McBride, 1996).
Wright (2003) cautioned, if lab schools are viewed as secondary service of child
care only, they make easy targets for elimination (Myers, 2009). Freeman and Brown
(1999) wrote about their laboratory school struggle for survival at University of South
Carolina: “This struggle for survival has made us sensitive to the fact that we have faced
one identity crisis after another in our efforts to respond to changes in campus priorities
and politics” (p. 53).
Competing Missions
Early childhood programs on campuses have noted it is increasingly difficult to
balance the tripartite mission of the child development laboratories including (1) teacher
preparation; (2) study and research of child development/education; and (3) service to
children and families particularly when faced with diminishing resources and decreasing
state funding (Cassidy and Sanders, 2001; McBride, 1996; McMullen & Lash, 2012).
The three missions are inextricably linked to one another (Clawson, 2003), and if
separated, may fragment the purpose of the lab school (McBride, 1996; Wright, 2003).
McBride (1996) emphasized it is challenging to separate one or more parts of the mission
and not leave the lab school vulnerable. Most of the child development programs are
integrated within the academic program but the parts of the mission may be viewed as
competing between the service to children and families versus the education of the
college students (CCCECE & EPEC, 2012; Freeman and Brown, 1999).
In child development laboratories, the primary mission is not exclusively “child
care,” although care and education is provided (McBride et al., 2012). “Childcare, in and
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of itself, does not encompass the mission of the laboratory school” (Branscomb &
McBride, 2005, p. 114). Providing childcare for young children is one part of the
mission however child development laboratories have the accompanying responsibilities
of teacher preparation, research and study of child development, and service to children
and families (Barbour, 2003; Cutler et al., 2012, McBride et al., 2012; McBride &
Barbour 2003; Osborn, 1991).
When serving a three-part mission, lab schools can be caught in the middle
between the needs of college students and parent demands (Wright, 2003). The college
students need access to children to observe and implement activities as part of their
academic and professional development. The parents might need a flexible schedule for
care of their children based on the parents’ changing class schedules (Clawson, 2003).
VanTill (1987) noted that some parents might have reservations of their children being
used as “guinea pigs” for the professional development of college students (as cited by
Clawson 2003).
A further complication for lab schools is providing affordable tuition for student
families and balancing the books to pay competitive salaries to teachers serving in the
dual role of the lab program of educating the children and guiding the college students
(Branscomb & McBride, 2005). Gwen Morgan in 1986 defined the phrase daycare
“trilemma” as the balancing act between providing quality care for children, affordable
tuition for families, and appropriate salaries to teachers (Lash & McMullen, 2008). Lash
and McMullen (2008) studied how the child care trilemma influenced the ECE field.
They found the complexity and challenge of the trilemma just as relevant in 2008 as
when first labeled in 1986.

43

	
  

In a position statement adopted by the National Association for the Education of
Young Children in 1987, the NAEYC addressed the trilemma and affirmed the
importance of programs being quality, with reasonable compensation, and also affordable
to families (National Association for the Education of Young Children [NAEYC], 1995).
The NAEYC reaffirmed the initial adoption in 1995 since “considerable literature has
accumulated on the topic, but insufficient progress has been made in ensuring that all
families with young children have access to high-quality programs with well-qualified,
competent, and equitably compensated staff and at an affordable price” (NAEYC, 1995,
p. 1).
Bersani and Hutchens (2003) summarized the barrier of the competing mission by
questioning their campus child development laboratory school’s overall purpose:
Was it a child care center, a child development laboratory, or an emerging
professional development school? Could one school be all of the above? We
hoped so, as our constituents held quite diverse agendas: child care for university
parents, laboratory for teacher education and research, school for young children,
and a demonstration site for community teachers (p. 120).
Criticism of Laboratory Schools
Horm and Warford (2003) and Reifel (2003) describe criticism that laboratory
schools receive that labs are in the “ivory tower” and not “real world” programs.
Townley and Zeece (1991) suggested that critics object to lab experiences because they
are limiting; lab schools do not allow students to face the same issues that early care and
education practitioners may meet in ECE programs off campus. Detractors have claimed
that lab schools are an illegitimate “model program” citing that there are more adults in
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the children’s classrooms and might be partially supported by college funding sources
than programs receiving revenue exclusively from family tuition (McMullen & Lash,
2012; Reifel, 2003; Wright, 2003). Lindaur and Austin (1999) argued against the
criticism of lab schools not providing real world experience by pointing out students’ first
experiences should be in a setting with a “safety net” thus students are provided guidance
and education to become competent practitioners.
Certainly the argument can be made that students trained in the well-supervised,
reflective, peer-oriented environment of the laboratory develop the knowledge,
skills, and confidence which they can then generalize to other settings outside of
the confines of the laboratory school (Lindauer and Austin, 1999, p. 65).
McBride (1996) as well as Townley and Zeece (1991) cautioned that child
development laboratories must develop services to closely match “real world” settings as
those found in the community. Lindauer and Austin (1999) refuted those that argued lab
schools are ideal situations and are not reflective of the “real world” by asserting that lab
schools’ role is to provide training to those in early childhood care and education.
Wright (2003) lamented that lab schools could also be viewed as elitist and not
representative of the general child development programs when the population they serve
are children of higher socio-economic status of college professors and staff members.
CCCECE and EPEC (2012) contend the opposite population is served at most California
community college laboratory schools particularly including low-income student parents.
“Without these vital programs student-parents (especially women) will face significant
barriers to achieving their vocational and education goals, including earned degrees and
certificates” (CCCECE & EPEC, 2012, p. 2).
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Glorified Babysitters
Child development laboratories also face the barrier of poor public perception
with long-held, deep-seated sentiments regarding ECE as an unworthy profession (File,
2012; Freeman & Brown, 1999; Fukkink & Lont, 2007; Greene, 1985; Horm-Wingerd et
al., 1999; McBride, 1996; McBride & Baumgartner, 2003; Myers, 2009). Some in the
community believe that anyone can provide early care and education (Crump, 2010). It is
a cultural belief that the early childhood care and education is familiar to everyone and is
merely “glorified babysitting” (Crump, 2010; Lash & McMullen, 2008; Myers, 2009).
Furthermore, there is criticism that the ECE profession is not scientifically-based
profession (Horm-Wingerd et al., 1999, p.37); those that work with young children do not
possess advanced skills based on research and science (Fukkink & Lont, 2007). Such
low opinions of early childhood care and education have developed a culture of soft
expectations for ECE teachers “resulting in part from decades of predominately least-cost
policy approaches to retain or expand early education” (McCarthy, Whitebook, &
Ritchie, 2011, p. 18). The marginalization experienced by professionals in ECE has
extended to decreased support for child development laboratory programs for the
education and training of child care providers and research on ECE (McBride, 1996).
In 2005, Levitt and Dubner contended that the past low standards of ECE
practitioners has not helped welfare reform or assisted in closing the achievement gap.
Here’s a likely reason: instead of spending the day with his own undereducated,
overworked mother, the typical Head Start child spends the day with someone
else’s undereducated, overworked mother. (And a whole roomful of similarly
needy children.) As it happens, fewer than 30 percent of Head Start teachers have
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even a bachelor’s degree. And the job pays so poorly—about $21,000 for a Head
Start teacher versus $40,000 for the average public-school kindergarten teacher—
that it is unlikely to attract better teachers any time soon” (Levitt and Dubner,
2005, p. 21).
Head Start teachers obtaining bachelor’s degrees has improved dramatically since
2007 largely in part due to the congressional legislation mandating that 50 percent of
Head Start teachers hold bachelor’s degrees by 2013 (Whitebook, Schaack, Kipnis,
Austin, & Sakai, 2013). Currently in 2014, 65 percent of Head Start teachers hold a
bachelor’s degree (Mongeau, 2013). Whitebook stated, “There’s no other level of
teaching in the world that we would question whether or not someone needs a college
degree. We question it in early childhood because we haven’t tended to think of it as
skilled-work traditionally” (as cited in Mongeau, 2013, p. 2).
The literature reviewed reveals a chasm between ECE teachers compared to
public school teachers. Nancy File, faculty member the University of WisconsinMilwaukee, stated “What is disquieting to me, though, is the fairly regular rate at which
students express the sense that the world of child care is very separate (and explicitly or
implicitly, less valued) from the world of the public school” (File, 2001, p. 309).
Low Education Levels
Many members of the early childhood care and education workforce have low
education levels (AIR, 2012). There are no national requirements for early childhood
education and training in the US (Bueno et al., 2010; Zaslow & Martinez-Beck, 2006).
California is one out of four States without an Early Learning Credential which might
also attribute to lower wages (CCCECE Board, 2013). In some states, a driver’s license
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and being free of a criminal record are the only requirements to join the ECE workforce
(Early & Winton, 2001). In an Early Care and Education Workforce Study conducted in
2006, 55 percent of directors, 25 percent of lead teachers, and 7 percent of assistant
teachers held BA degrees (Whitebook et al., 2006).
There are multiple entry points in ECE which practitioners can enter the
profession. ECE practitioners can begin with little or none college units and then slowly
take classes (Karoly, 2012). In California, a multi-tiered matrix has been established for
the ECE workforce to obtain a permit when earning 6-units, 12-units, 24-units, and
through a Master degree program as practitioners acquire more education and experience
(CTC, 2010). Some ECE workers might choose to further their education, but in many
programs a higher education is not required. According to Whitebook (2012):
Education is key to opportunity in this country and around the world. And that’s
why there is so much energy going into closing the achievement gap among
children along race and class lines by starting their education as early as possible.
The gap itself largely reflects differences in the educational and economic status
of children’s parents and guardians. But somehow teachers and providers with
whom children spend their days don’t need education? It is mind boggling to me,
but it’s a dominant line of discourse in our ECE community (p. 3).
Another concern in the field of ECE is “brain drain” as practitioners advance in
college units, attain a bachelor’s degree and move into the field of elementary education
for higher wages (Karoly, 2012). Karolak (2014) and Whitebook (2012) argued that
while child care is expensive for families, the ECE workforce is grossly
undercompensated which leads to good teachers leaving the field because the low wages
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make it intolerable to support their families. If compensation is not increased in the ECE
field, it is unlikely to attract highly competent and talented professionals (Whitebook,
2012). If states raise the education qualifications without raising wages, brain drain
turnover will continue (AIR, 2012).
Low Wages
The barrier of low wages surfaced as a theme not only in the literature involving
child development laboratories, but also in literature regarding the entire field of early
care and education (AIR, 2012; Clawson, 2003; Crump, 2010; (Fenech, Waniganayake,
& Fleet, 2009; Karoly & Zellman, 2012; McCarthy et al., 2011; Whitebook et al., 2013;
Whitebook et al., 2005). “The persistence of low wages in the early care and education
field remains the greatest community-related challenge for California’s early childhood
teacher preparation programs” (Whitebook, 2005, p. 39).
The United States department of Human and Health Services reported that the
median hourly wage for practitioners in early care and education was $10.60 per hour (as
cited by AIR, 2012) and median annual salaries at $27,000 (Collins, 2014). In California,
the wages of $11.40 per hour equates to $23,730 annually (Karoly, 2012). The low
wages create a disincentive to pursue higher educational goals for those interested in
working with young children (Whitebook et al., 2013). Gaining more education does not
mean that ECE professionals will gain higher salaries necessary to support a family.
Wages for college-educated teachers are much lower in ECE than in comparable
professionals (AIR 2012, Freeman & Brown 1999; Karoly, 2012; Mongeau, 2013).
There is no parity pay between ECE teachers compared to K-12 teachers; ECE
practitioners’ annualized wages are approximately 55 percent of the wages of
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kindergarten teachers but a further expanse exists given that K-12 teachers are paid for
10-months rather than the majority of ECE professionals working 12-months (Karoly,
2012).
Marcy Whitebook (2013) asserts,
You haven’t seen anything until you see how the early childhood teachers are
underpaid. So I think we really do need to be thinking about not just education
for early childhood teachers, but rewarding work environments where their wellbeing is taken care of, that they can afford to feed their families, feed
themselves, have sick days, actually have a moment in the day where they can
talk with the other teachers they’re working with and on and on so that they
can actually apply what they’re learning and get better at what they do (as cited in
Mongeau, 2013, p. 4).
Karoly (2012) found that most states have established programs to supplement the
income of the ECE workforce due to the earned low wages. Some of the financial
programs are given to the practitioners as professional growth incentives in the form of
stipends, tuition reimbursement, salary supplements, and scholarships (Karoly, 2012).
Wages must increase with the help from federal, state, and local funding “in order to
increase teacher retention and continuity in the ECE profession without further burdening
families who pay for ECE services (Whitebook et al., 2005, p. 44).
High Staff Turnover
Staff turnover rates have been linked positively with low wages (Whitebook et al.,
2005). “Poverty-level wages are driving experienced early childhood educator from the
field” (AFT Early Childhood Educators, 2014, p. 1). The annual rates of turnover in the
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ECE workforce have been reported as high as 42 percent (Zaslow & Martinez-Beck,
2006). McBride and Hicks (1999) found that parents and staff listed the high turnover
rate as a major disadvantage of enrolling children in laboratory schools.
Long Work Hours
Reports of long work hours are associated with laboratory schools (Bersani &
Hutchins, 2003; Sciaraffa, 2004; Stremmel et al., 2003; Zaslow & Martinez-Beck, 2006).
Horm-Wingerd et al. (1999) found that staff is at-risk for burnout since “lab school
teachers engage in extremely demanding jobs, carrying out a balancing act in facilitating
growth in adults as well as children” (p. 33).
In the early years of laboratory schools, faculty objected to being overworked,
underpaid, and underappreciated particularly in comparison to other university and
college faculty members (Hendrick, 1980). In 2005, Whitebook et al. found that ECE
faculty are still burdened by a larger workload and fewer full-time faculty compared to
other disciplines in the same institution of higher education.
When serving a tripartite mission, campus lab schools are challenged with
multiple responsibilities of running a small business but also encumbered with the extra
duty of serving the academic program (Horm & Warford, 2003). “There is a great
amount of complexity and tension inherent in the roles of staff members working in child
development lab programs as they strive to meet the needs of multiple clientele groups
(e.g. children, parents, university students, faculty instructors, researcher)” (McBride,
1999, p. 25).

Many of the undertakings connected with laboratory schools are labor-

intensive requiring the teachers exhausting, long hours (Bersani & Hutchins, 2003;
McBride, 1999; Stremmel et al., 2003).
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According to McBride et al. (2012) and Bersani and Hutchins (2003) the high
demands of running a lab school and responsibilities assigned from administrators,
college students, and families of young children undermine the time for faculty to engage
fully in the lab. Faculty need time and resources for research, self-study, and
consideration of practice innovations a to serve as models of best practices in ECE
(Bersani & Hutchins, 2003; Burton & Boulton, 1991; McBride et al., 2012; Monroe &
Horm, 2012).
Survival Strategies for Child Development Laboratory Schools
The literature is limited on studies of survival strategies that child development
laboratories employ to keep in operation; however anecdotal experiences have been
shared regarding sustainability of child development laboratory schools. Four themes
emerged including: (1) adherence to the tripartite mission; (2) strong laboratory and
academic department collaboration; (3) flexibility with changing times; and (4) advocacy
at the local state and national level.
Adherence to the Tripartite Mission
McBride (1996) emphasized that lab schools must adhere to the three-part
mission of teaching, research, and service. Myers (2009) noted that the value of campus
child development centers is related to the adherence to the components of the mission
within the educational institution.
Bersani (2003) counseled that the research component is a powerful argument for
continuing the child development lab program. At community colleges, research takes
place through the observation and implementation of activities by the college students.
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Lab schools are threatened when theory and research become separated from the other
components of the mission of teaching and service (McBride, 1996).
Strong Laboratory and Academic Department Collaboration
A strong collaboration between laboratory schools and the higher education
academic departments is fundamental for success (Bersani & Hutchins, 2003; Brown &
Freeman, 2003; Freeman & Brown, 1999; Horm & Warford, 2003). Faculty must
become an equation in the operation of the lab school (Reifel, 2003). Building linkages
with academic programs on campus will maximize student-learning experiences (WilcoxHerzog & McLaren, 2012) and serve as a valuable recruiting tool (Freeman & Brown,
1999). The opposite approach of being hands-off and isolated in existence will create
vulnerability for the lab school (Freeman & Brown, 1999; Hendrick, 1980). Working
collaboratively with administrators, politicians, staff, parents, and other constituents will
create networks of allies and potential advocates that can lead to support for the
laboratory school (Brown & Freeman, 2003; Freeman & Brown, 1999; Reifel, 2003;
Wilcox-Herzog & McLaren, 2012).
Flexibility with Changing Times
Lab schools are “vulnerable if they appear to be trapped in antiquated
programming and viewed as outdated and unrealistic as educational settings” (Wright,
2003, p. 166). Karoly (2012) advised that higher education programs “continue to
address gaps in program capacity, course offerings, opportunities for practicums, and
faculty quality and diversity” (p. xxv). Ongoing program review, self-evaluation and
flexibility are essential (Clawson, 2003; Lindauer & Austin, 1999). When confronted
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with budget deficits, reviewing the variety of care options, changing staffing and the
budget to support the lab might be necessary (Horm-Wingerd et al., 1999; Myers, 2009).
“When a lab school offers nothing different from other early childhood programs in the
community, appearing out-of-date and unrealistic, its existence becomes increasingly
difficult to justify” (McBride, 1996, p. 53).
Advocacy at the Local, State, and National Level
Exhibiting leadership (dogged persistence) in advocating for the child
development laboratory schools at a local, state, and national level will facilitate building
a base of support from educators and members of the public (Freeman & Brown, 1999;
Hendrick, 1980). Whitebook (2009) opined that the field of ECE needs similar public
investments that have been made in nursing and special education, if ECE programs will
take part in advancing a national commitment to quality early learning.
Efforts to raise public awareness of the importance of early care and education,
knowledge and skills that ECE practitioners exhibit, the barriers and hardships that are
facing the field are necessary to improve the field of ECE (Whitebook et al., 2005).
Promoting to the community the laboratory school as a model program will increase the
perception of value within the community (Myers, 2009).
Conclusions
Over the past twenty years, research has documented the substantial impacts that
high-quality ECE has on improving young children’s development, particularly on
underprepared pre-kindergarten children. The results of high-quality ECE programs have
yielded long-term positive outcomes in all areas including academic achievement in
literacy and math, language, emotional and social skills, and children’s health.
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The literature on child development laboratories has signified that lab schools
support the professional development of the early childhood care and education
workforce. The benefits of laboratory schools extend to college students, higher
education institutions, and the community. Extensive evidence reveals that laboratory
schools provide a setting to generate knowledge by teaching and training ECE college
students, offering a setting for students and faculty to conduct educational observation
and research, and serving children and families by providing a model program. The lab
school is an ideal setting for ECE college students to participate in practicum field
experiences.
Current literature concludes the amount of resources supporting child
development laboratories is inadequate and insufficient. Lab schools budgets have been
drastically reduced causing the closure of children’s classrooms and/or entire laboratory
programs. The low-regard of society placed on early childhood practitioners has kept
wages at poverty levels and creates little incentive to stay in the ECE field. Laboratory
schools, and the community they serve, fail to flourish when suffering from barriers of
high staff turnover, long work hours, and competing missions.
There is a dearth of research on California community college laboratory schools.
While California has data on ECE college student demographics and the number of ECE
certificates and degrees earned, little research has been conducted on the barriers being
faced by California community colleges laboratory schools. Specialists in the field of
early childhood care and education stress the importance the role laboratory schools offer
to ECE practitioners, however, little, if any, research has been done in California on
community college laboratory schools. The most pressing issues, problems and barriers
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currently faced by California child development laboratories need to be outlined in order
to be addressed. Adding to the literature regarding survival strategies ECE experts are
using to keep lab schools open would benefit the state, current faculty, teachers and
directors of lab schools struggling for survival.
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Chapter III: Methodology
Overview
Chapter III provides information concerning the methods and procedures utilized
in investigating California child development laboratory schools. Ten areas are
considered: (1) purpose statement; (2) research questions; (3) research design; (4)
methodology; (5) population and sample; (6) instrumentation; (7) instrumentation
validity and reliability; (8) data collection; (9) data analysis; and (10) limitations.
Purpose Statement
The purpose of this study was to examine and rate the most pressing issues,
problems and barriers facing California community colleges child development labs
programs, and what the experts’ recommendations were for the most viable solutions to
help California child development laboratory programs maintain viability.
Research Questions
The following research questions were addressed in this study:
1. According to a panel of experts, what are the most pressing issues, problems
and barriers facing California child development labs?
2. How do the experts rate the importance of the issues, problems, and barriers
identified in Research Question 1?
3. For the most highly rated issues, problems, and barriers identified in Research
Question 2, what are the experts’ recommendations for the most viable
solutions to help California Child Development Labs maintain viability?
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Research Design
A Delphi method was utilized enlisting a panel of ECE experts to identify and
describe the most pressing issues, barriers, and solutions for viability for California child
development laboratory schools. This research is a descriptive study using subject-matter
experts deliberating on the research questions. To collect data, descriptive studies
typically use questionnaires, surveys, or interviews (Kelley, Clark, Brown, & Sitzia,
2003).
The Delphi method theorizes that the best source of predictive information for any
discipline or field is from the experts within that discipline (Ludwig, 1997). The data
collection process involved using the same panel of experts to answer questions in a
series of survey rounds. Most Delphi processes involve three or four rounds (McGeary,
2009).
The Delphi method is useful due to its unique feature of anonymity, systematized
questions, controlled feedback, and group responses forming statistical data for experts’
validation. The strongly controlled group communication process, on matters where
there is “incomplete knowledge is available, are judged upon by experts” (Aigbavboa &
Thwala, 2012, p. 147). Linstone and Turoff (2002) reported when “controlled feedback”
was provided to members of a panel of experts, more precise results were achieved than
when experts gathered together to hold face-to-face discussions.
Methodology
The Delphi process was named after the island of Delphi, where in ancient
Greece, the revered oracle was said to be located. Greek legend asserts that Apollo, who
was famous throughout Greece for his ability to foresee the future, was the master of
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Delphi. In ancient times an oracle was a person or group considered to give wisdom
inspired by the gods. The word oracle comes from the Latin verb ōrāre "to speak" and
refers to offering counsel (Marchais-Roubelat & Roubelat, 2011).
The Delphi process was developed at the beginning of the Cold War to forecast
future strategies and technological capabilities that might be useful for the military. The
Delphi research process originated at the RAND Corporation in 1959 by Olaf Helmer,
Norman Dalkey, and Nicholas Rescher commissioned on behalf of the US Air Force
(Hsu & Sanford, 2007). Olaf Helmer opined in 1967 regarding the Delphi method, “The
future is no longer viewed as unique, unforeseeable, and inevitable; there are, instead, a
multitude of possible futures, with associated probabilities that can be estimated and, to
some extent, manipulated” (p. 2).
After the project was declassified, Dalkey and Helmer (1962) wrote about the first
question posed to military experts using the Delphi process. Experts were asked to
assume a war between the United States and the USSR (Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics; also known as Soviet Union) broke out and to estimate the least number of
bombs that would have to be delivered for munition output (Dalkey & Helmer, 1962).
Let us assume that a war between the U.S. and the S. U. [Soviet Union] breaks out
on 1 July 1953. Assume also that the rate of our total military production (defined
as munitions output plus investment) at that time is 100 billion dollars and that, on
the assumption of no damage to our industry, under mobilization it would rise to
150 billion production over that two-year period of 300 billion dollars. Now
assume further that the bombing campaign against U.S. industrial targets,
employing 20-KT bombs. Within each industry selected by the enemy for
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bombardment, assume that the bombs delivered on target succeed in hitting
always the most important target in the industry. What is the least number of
bombs that will have to be delivered on target for which you would
estimate the chances to be even that the cumulative munitions output (exclusive of
investment) during the two-year period under consideration would be held to no
more than one quarter of what it otherwise would have been (Dalkey & Helmer,
1962, p. 460)?
The procedure of collecting expertise from the military specialists was repetitive
until a consensus emerged. The Delphi method regarding the military strategic planning
saved extensive and costly data-collection processes when at the time computer
programming models were scarce (Linstone & Turoff, 2002).
Methodology Description
Based on the careful consideration of the methodology, it was determined that the
Delphi method would best serve the purpose of this study. The Delphi method is now
recognized as a fitting method for extracting information to gather forecast, consensus, or
policy data (Linstone & Turoff, 2002). It provides a technique of employing the insight
of experts regarding decisions that need to be made (Hsu & Sanford, 2007). “Delphi may
be characterized as a method for structuring a group communication process so that the
process is effective in allowing a group of individuals, as a whole, to deal with a complex
problem” (Linstone & Turoff, 2002, p. 3).
The Delphi process brought a panel of ECE experts to deliberate and give counsel
regarding the current issues, problems and barriers that can be taken to promote viability
for California child development labs. The Delphi method is selected for this study
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because of its advantages in enabling a group of expert participants to be consulted but
who are dispersed geographically throughout the state of California. “It is a method that
is best used where there is little past data available applicable to extrapolate from, and
where social, economic, ethical and moral considerations are preeminent” (Aigbavboa &
Thwala, 2012, p. 151).
The Delphi method also provided participants with anonymity, even standing, and
equal opportunity to contribute. Delphi methodology avoids some disadvantages that can
be associated with face-to-face meetings, such as dominant personalities, direct
confrontations of opposing views, individual influence, and group-think (Helmer, 1967;
Hsu & Sanford, 2007; McGeary, 2009).
Population
Based on the advantages of the Delphi method, a panel of experts was identified
to participate in the study. The panel was comprised of experts throughout the state of
California that are subject matter experts on community college child development
laboratory schools. Experts will include ECE faculty, ECE administrators, state leaders
serving on task forces or advisory groups, program directors and site supervisors.
Sample
Purposive (nonprobability) sampling was used to identify experts based on the
level of experience with California child development lab schools to participate in this
study. The purposive sampling method concentrates on depth rather than breadth and
requires a phenomenological understanding from the participant’s “insider perspective”
(Patton, 2002).
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The following criteria was used for the selection of experts to participate in this
study:
1. Five or more years in a leadership role in a California child development
laboratory.
2. A senior faculty member at a California community college that has/had a
child development laboratory within the last five years.
3. Researchers/authors identified as publishing two or more articles within the
past five years regarding the field of early care and education.
4. ECE participants within the past five years in California organizations,
industry committees, and/or panels.
5. All panelists must be willing to participate through the full study and commit
to the Delphi research methodology.
Prior to inclusion in the study, the researcher verified the credentials of the
panelists based upon the criteria listed.
Size of the Panel
There was not specific criterion listed in the literature concerning the number of
participants in a Delphi study. Ludwig (1997) states that the majority of Delphi studies
have used between 15 to 20 respondents. The goal for this study will be using 15 Delphi
panel experts.
The researcher had access to key experts throughout the state of California
through the affiliation of two organizations: Child Development Training Consortium
and California Community College Early Childhood Educators. Recruitment was based
on the listed selection criteria of the experts who have knowledge and experience in
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California community college child development laboratory schools and were willing to
participate in the study.
Instrumentation
After securing the panel of experts willing to participate, the first-round Delphi
questionnaire was brainstorming an open-ended question distributed via an internet-based
survey. The researcher solicited descriptive responses from the expert panel responding
to the first research question. The process was recursive as the researcher summarized
the individual responses from the survey rounds and then forwarded the cumulative
responses back to the experts so they could rate the issues, problems and barriers facing
California child development lab schools and generate possible solutions for viability.
The questions that were asked in the different rounds of the Delphi technique
were designed around the structured research questions. The questions were developed
to identify the issues, barriers faced by California child development laboratory schools
and solutions from the purposive selected expert panel. The research questions and
research instrument for this study are as follows:
Round 1
What are the most pressing issues, problems and barriers facing California child
development labs?
Round 2
Please rate the importance of the issues, problems, and barriers identified in
Research Question 1?
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Round 3
For the most highly rated issues, problems, and barriers identified in Research
Question 2, what recommendations do you suggest are the most viable solutions to help
California Child Development Labs maintain viability?
Individual responses remain confidential and results reported anonymously to
protect of the rights of participants.
Instrumentation: Validity and Reliability
Ensuring validity and reliability using the Delphi process involves conducting the
investigation in an ethical manner (Merriam, 2002). DeKryger (2005) explains that the
study must provide the reader with enough detail to show that the author’s conclusion
“makes sense.” The validity and reliability of this study will be demonstrated by
providing consistency in the data gathering process. “Validity and reliability can be
approached through careful attention to the study’s conceptualization and the way in
which the data is collected, analyzed, interpreted and the conclusions are presented”
(Brooks-Golden, 2005, p. 67).
Internal validity was demonstrated by the research findings that were consistent
with the reality of the experts’ perceptions. The interpretations of the experts’ reality
were retrieved directly through the survey and the iterations of Round Two and Round
Three.
Reliability in this study is the degree to which the research can be replicated and
whether a new study would produce the same results. Using the Delphi method, the
factor of reliability rests in the consistency and dependability of the manner in which the
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data was collected (Aigbavboa & Thwala, 2012). To ensure reliability, this study
collected data uniformly and consistently as described in the data collection process.
External validity in this study refers to the degree to which the findings are
“generalizable.” Using the Delphi process, generalizability is subject to experts’
interpretations, and perceptions. Generalizability also depends on the specific expertise
and knowledge of the expert panelists. For the purposes of this study, generalizability
was enhanced through three rounds of data collection.
Field Test
A Field Test was conducted with three early childhood care and education experts
to ensure that the questions posed to the experts and processes of obtaining data are welldefined, logical, and succinct. The researcher sent the introductory letter, Informed
Consent Form Waiver, and research instruments to the field-test participants. The Field
Test was conducted in the same manner as the actual data collection process. Comments
and questions regarding the survey were incorporated to shape the final draft of the
survey for the data collection from the panel of experts.
Data Collection
Following approval by the Brandman University Institutional Review Board
(BUIRB), Data Collection for the study began. For this study, a list of statewide ECE
experts in the field of early care and education was created. These potential experts were
be contacted by phone, in person, and through email regarding their participation in the
research in the week of September 18, 2014 through September 25, 2014.
A recruitment letter was sent to invite potential expert panelists to become a
member of this study. The letter explained the purpose of the study, research questions,
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research process, and a timeline for the completion of the three rounds. The Informed
Consent Form Waiver accompanied the recruitment letter to solemnize the expert
participation in the research.
The materials used for data collection was the following:
1. Round One included a cover letter thanking the experts for participating in the
research. The panelists also received the statement of research problem,
purpose statement, instructions for completing the survey, a timeline for the
data collection, and contact information for the researcher.
2. Round Two included a cover letter, instructions for completing the survey, a
response summary for rating the issues, problems and barriers facing
California child development laboratories, and a timeline for completing
Round Two.
3. Round Three included a cover letter, instructions for completing the survey
including soliciting responses for the most viable solutions to help California
Child Development Labs maintain viability. A timeline for completing Round
Three was also included.
All correspondence between the researcher and the experts were done
electronically through a secure web page and email. The webpage was constructed using
SurveyMonkey.com (2014) and was password protected keeping data private and secure.
Round One of the Delphi study produced individual responses based on the most
pressing issues, problems and barriers facing California child development labs. After
the data was collected from Round One, it was compiled in a Microsoft Word document
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and redistributed back to the panel of experts for Round Two via email with a Monkey
Survey link.
Round Two of this study shared the listed data gathered from Round One from the
experts and asked the experts to rate the importance of the Round One cumulative
responses on a 5-point Likert scale. The rating range of the Likert scale was from 1 to 5.
The experts rated the most pressing issues, problems and barriers with the following
criteria: very important =1; important = 2; neither important nor unimportant= 3;
unimportant = 4; and very unimportant =5. The researcher then analyzed and rate the
degree of importance of the identified most pressing issues, problems and barriers facing
California child development laboratory schools based on the panel of experts’ ratings.
In Round Three, the experts were asked what recommendations they suggested
for the most viable solutions to help California Child Development Labs maintain
viability.
After all rounds are completed, the data obtained from the early childhood care
and education experts were analyzed for accuracy and compiled based on: (1) the
percentage, mean, median, mode, and interquartile scores of the pressing issues, problems
and barriers; and (2) the recommendations for viable solutions to help California child
development laboratories maintain viability.
The Brandman University Institutional Review Board (BUIRB) received,
reviewed and approved this research before any data collection began. Once all
approvals were in place, emails were sent to the early care and education experts
explaining the study, inviting them to participate, and alerting them to the survey that will
arrive in a link through email. Five days later an identical email was sent out to
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maximize the response rate. In week two of the study, Round Two of the survey was sent
to the experts. Five days later an email reminder was sent. The third week of the study
experts were sent the last round of the survey with a follow-up reminder five days later.
The researcher is keeping copies of electronic emails and print hard copies of all
materials used in this study to increase validity and reliability of the research. All
materials and data collected for this study is stored either in a password protected file or a
locked physical file cabinet accessible only to the researcher. The experts did not interact
with each other; the identities of the panel of experts will remain anonymous. All
information gathered in this study is with the direct permission of the panelists selected.
The experts were made cognizant of the Delphi process, including the data collection,
and were in agreement to willingly participate in the study based on the communication
listed in the study’s introduction letter and the Informed Consent Form Waiver.
Data Analysis
This study sought to obtain knowledge from an early childhood care and
education panel of experts examining what the most pressing issues, problems and
barriers facing California child development laboratory schools. The study also sought
expert recommendations for the most viable solutions to help California Child
Development Labs maintain viability.
The descriptive analysis began in reviewing the responses from the three rounds
of the Delphi process. The responses identified and described the most pressing issues,
problems and barriers facing California child development laboratory schools. The
expert panelists’ unique responses led to the identification of themes that emerged from
the survey. The researcher evaluated the data collected from each round to sort responses
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into themes and to determine if similarities or differences were present. The unfolding of
the themes and commonalities were reported through the analysis. Using the Delphi
process, there are no limits on the number of themes that can be created (Smith, 2009).
The emergent themes and the experts’ interpretation are fundamental to the Delphi
process (Hsu & Sanford, 2007). The process of analysis was conducting a search for “the
essence” of the collective themes. The ending process of determining the essence of the
expert knowledge on California child development labs was accomplished through
Round Two and Round Three checking for accuracy and corrections from the panel of
experts.
The key statistical processes used in this Delphi research are a measure of central
tendency (arithmetic mean, median, and mode) and measures of dispersion (percentage
scores and interquartile range). Percentile scores indicated the aggregate and variety of
the experts’ ratings. Interquartile range breaks the data into groups of quartiles of
measures of 25 percent.
Limitations
The following limitations were present in this study:
1. The study sample was limited to early childhood care and education experts
who are affiliated in the ECE field within the state of California.
2. The study was reliant on the perceptions of the panel of experts surveyed.
Some experts might have much more in-depth knowledge of specific issues
and/or problems, barriers, and viable solutions regarding California child
development laboratory schools.
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The researcher acknowledges being an insider in the field of early childhood care
and education, which can be viewed as biased or as virtuous (Merriam, 2002). The
researcher is an ECE faculty member at a California community college with a child
development laboratory school. This may result in unwitting bias in interpreting the data.
Every attempt to gather objective data for this study was made by the researcher.
Summary
Chapter III presented the information relevant to the methods and procedures that
was used to collect data in this study. This chapter identified the purpose statement,
research questions, research design, methodology, population and sample, study
instrument, field test for validity, data collection, data analysis, and limitations.
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CHAPTER IV: DATA COLLECTION AND FINDINGS
The purpose of this Delphi study was to examine and rate the most pressing
issues, problems and barriers facing California community colleges child development
laboratory schools, and what the experts’ recommendations are for the most viable
solutions to help the lab programs maintain viability. The most pressing issues, problems
and barriers facing California child development laboratory schools were identified using
an iterative process called the Delphi method which was intended for a panel of fifteen
Early Childhood Care and Education (ECE) experts. This chapter is organized in three
major sections presenting the data collected and findings of the California Community
Colleges Child Development Laboratory Schools survey.
The first section of this chapter focuses on research question one that requested
Early Childhood Care and Education (ECE) experts’ judgments on the issues, barriers,
and problems facing California community colleges child development laboratory
schools. The findings are presented from the first round of the California Community
Colleges Child Development Laboratory Schools survey.
The second section of this chapter concentrates on research question two asking
the ECE experts to rank the issues, barriers, and problems facing laboratory schools
collected from the second round of the California Community Colleges Child
Development Laboratory Schools survey. The experts’ rankings are presented in terms
of percentage, mean, median, mode, and interquartile range.
The third section of this chapter reflects on the data received for research question
three soliciting the ECE experts’ recommendations for the most viable solutions to help
California Child Development Labs maintain viability. The experts’ solutions to the
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issues, problems barriers facing California community colleges child development
laboratory schools are summarized.
In each section, the results associated with the research questions are both
discussed and interpreted. Whenever possible, research is added to support the
information referred to in the experts’ responses.
Description of the ECE Expert Panel
The goal of the research study was to incorporate the expertise of fifteen early
childhood care and education experts regarding California community college child
development laboratory schools. The following criteria was used for the selection of
experts to participate in this study: (1) Five or more years in a leadership role in a
California child development laboratory; (2) A senior faculty member at a California
community college that has/had a child development laboratory within the last five years;
(3) Researchers/authors identified as publishing two or more articles within the past five
years regarding the field of early care and education; (4) ECE participants within the past
five years in California organizations, industry committees, and/or panels; (5) All
panelists must be willing to participate through the full study and commit to the Delphi
research methodology.
The respondents of this study were identified by region using a purposive sample
based on California community colleges child development laboratory schools. To
establish the panel, the researcher met with potential ECE experts at the Child
Development Training Consortium and Mentor 2014 Fall Coordinators' Meeting held on
September 18-19, 2014 in Sacramento, California. The researcher also met with potential
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ECE expert panelists at the California Community College Early Childhood Educators
(CCCECE) Fall Annual Meeting held on September 18, 2014 in Sacramento, California.
Email invitations were sent to 20 ECE experts soliciting their participation in the
California Community Colleges Child Development Laboratory Schools survey. Sixteen
ECE panelists agreed to participate and met the selection criteria for ECE expertise. Of
the sixteen responses, thirteen ECE panel experts participated in each round of the
research study, resulting in an 81.25 percent response rate. The number of participants
for this study was modified from sixteen to thirteen based on the number of active
respondents.
Throughout the data-gathering process, ECE experts received emails from the
researcher providing them with dates of the data collection and reminders of the
approaching deadlines to the study rounds. Round one was administered over a period of
one week from September 26, 2014 through October 3, 2014. Panelists were sent an
email reminder on October 1, 2104 to complete the first round survey. Round two was
administered for a one-week period from October 3, 2014 through October 10, 2014.
Email reminders were sent on October 8, 2014 to remind ECE experts to complete the
second round of the study. Round three was administered on October 10, 2014 through
October 17, 2014. An email reminder was sent on October 15, 2015 asking the expert
panelists to complete the last round of the survey.
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Analysis of Findings
Research Question One
Research question one asked, “According to a panel of experts, what are the most
pressing issues, problems and barriers facing California community college child
development labs?”
The survey sent to the ECE experts was open-ended eliciting the panelists’
responses (see Appendix B-2 of the round one survey). Each expert listed issues,
problems and barriers that he/she perceived California community colleges child
development laboratory schools currently face. Forty-eight responses were written in
statement form (see Appendix B-4 of round one expert responses). The data was
reviewed and initially compiled in no particular order to prepare the responses for the
second round of the study. Duplicate answers were eliminated creating a final list of
forty-three items that individual experts considered as the most pressing issues, problems
and barriers facing California community colleges child development laboratory schools.
The following table presents the condensed list of the most current issues,
problems and barriers as cited by California community college child development
experts (see Table 2).
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Table 2.
Round One: ECE Expert Responses
Round One: ECE Expert Responses
#1.
ECE faculty not having a role in the lab program regarding policies, procedures, practices, staffing,
children classroom assignments, hiring, and student assignments
#2.

Disconnect between ECE faculty and managerial staff at lab

#3.

Lack of state standards for staffing of lab schools

#4.

Lack of definitions of what constitutes a quality environment and expectations of quality practices

#5.

Lack of state standards for staffing and qualifications for director/manager

#6.

Lack of funds to provide a high-quality lab program

#7.

No state expectation requiring NAEYC accreditation status for all lab schools

#8.

Lack of funds to offer lab services at varying hours for all students

#9.

Lack of financial support to maintain high-quality teaching staff at master teacher level or above

#10.

Lack of funding for in-service staff training regarding mentoring, reflective practice, current trends,
and best practices

#11.

College/Districts viewing lab schools as "free child care for students" but failing to see the
importance of lab schools for children, college students, and faculty research

#12.

Colleges/Districts not viewing lab schools comparably to other student laboratories on campus. The
Lab school not perceived as crucial to the child development/ECE student as a lab is to biology,
chemistry, cosmetology, or language laboratories

#13.

Colleges/Districts not supporting the ECE program

#14.

Colleges/Districts not seeing the value of ECE lab schools for the students and community

#15.

Low paying job market for ECE field

#16.

Colleges/Districts not understanding the importance of ECE

#17.

Lack of resources for new buildings

#18.

Limited infant/toddler lab school practicum opportunities

#19.

Infant/toddler programs too expensive to incorporate into the lab school

#20.

No state funding formula from Chancellor's office to support ECE lab schools

#21.

Loss of financial support from campus/district

#22.

Lack of secure funding

#23.

Lack of a clear understanding among administrators, campus faculty, and board of trustees of the
critical importance of childcare to college student parents

75

	
  

#24.

Lack of quality standards at the lab school

#25.

No “funded” designated time for teachers in lab classrooms to meet with ECE students

#26.

If the lab school is state funded, the state of CA reimburses the center the same as it does for ALL
funded centers not taking into consideration that lab schools are teacher–training facilities

#27.

Higher costs associated in operating a high-quality lab school

#28.

Lab schools are not congruent with the early educational philosophies in the ECE/child development
courses

#29.

There are no official designation or requirements for lab schools, so colleges have to define them on
their own

#30.

ECE programs being told we are not “in the business of providing child care” so the lab school is
unnecessary for ECE program

#31.

Danger of losing the lab after severe cutbacks every year

#32.

Lab schools as separate entities than academic programs (yearly plans and program reviews not
supporting each other)

#33.

Inability to provide high-quality lab school based solely on parent/student fees

#34.

Lab school housed in separate college department from the ECE academic program/department
resulting in different administrators not understanding the needs of the academic program and lab
school

#35.

Lab teachers are in the classified staff union requiring higher pay, medical benefits, and other
requirements affecting the lab school funding

#36.

Increase of transitional-kindergarten classrooms affecting the enrollment of 4-year olds in child
development labs

#37.

Funding sources often require policies, curriculum, assessment tools that are not aligned with the
philosophy of the CD lab or the CD department

#38.

Lack of understanding about the need for lab schools that demonstrate best practices to ECE
students and the community

#39.

The blurring of lines between campus childcare and campus child development labs

#40.

Since the lab is housed in student services, it is not set up systemically for the academic program or
the students’ convenience.

#41.

Faculty are not on lab teacher hiring committees.

#42.

Lead teachers spending much time with DRDPs that the least qualified teachers are with the children

#43.

High-turnover in staffing (serious concern for child attachment/bonding)
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Discussion and Interpretation of Round-One Survey
It was evident from the results of the first round of the study that the ECE experts
perceived multiple issues, problems and barriers facing California community colleges
child development laboratory schools. The area of greatest consistency was the lack of
financial support and resources for the laboratory schools. Most of the ECE experts cited
the financial burden placed on lab schools. In fact, the term “lack” was listed by multiple
experts regarding the lack of secure financing, lack of understanding, lack of
infant/toddler programs, lack of in-service trainings, lack of state standards, and lack of
lab school definition. The scarcity of resources and expense of laboratory school
programs was a repeating trend in the expert responses.
A disconnect was mentioned that administrators did not share the same
philosophical view of the laboratory school as the ECE experts. For example, an expert
cited the laboratory schools are perceived as campus “childcare” facilities rather than as a
hands-on lab, an extension of the academic program. Another expert was told that
his/her college was not “in the business of providing child care.”
The colleges/districts not supporting, understanding, or providing fair treatment to
the “laboratory” component of the child development program was another frequently
mentioned concept from the ECE experts.
Research Question Two
Research question two asked ECE experts to “Please rate the importance of the
issues, problems, and barriers identified in Research Question 1?” In the second-round
of the study, forty-three items were sent to the experts to rate in terms of importance (see
Appendix C-2 for round two survey). The rating range of the items was placed on a
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Likert scale from 1 to 5. The experts rated the most pressing issues, problems and
barriers with the following criteria: 1=very important; 2=important; 3=neither important
nor unimportant; 4=unimportant; and 5=very unimportant.
Of the 13 panelists that participated in the second round of the study, there were
four questions that only 12 panelists answered. The researcher analyzed the degree of
importance of the identified issues, problems and barriers facing California child
development laboratory schools based on the panel of experts’ ratings.
Fourteen items received the cumulative total of 100 percent of very important and
important of the most pressing issues, problems and barriers facing California community
colleges child development laboratory schools. The following Table 3 presents the items
rated as the most very important and important issues, problems, and barriers equaling
100 percent.
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Table 3. Round Two: Percentage Distribution of Highest Rated for Issues, Problems and
Barriers as Very Important + Important=100%
Round Two: Percentage Distribution of Highest Rated for Issues, Problems and Barriers as Very
Important + Important=100%
Issues, Problems & Barriers

(1)
Very
Imp

(2)
Imp

(3)
Neither
Imp nor
Unimp
0.00%

(4)
Unimp

(5)
Very
Unimp

Total
Sample

Colleges/Districts not seeing the
value of ECE lab schools for the
students and community

92.31%
n=12

7.69%
n=1

0.00%

0.00%

N=13

Colleges/Districts not viewing lab
schools comparably to other
student laboratories on campus

92.31%
n=12

7.69%
n=1

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

N=13

Lack of understanding about the
need for lab schools that
demonstrate best practices to ECE
students and the community

91.67%
n=12

8.33%
n=1

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

N=13

College/Districts viewing lab
schools as "free child care for
students" but failing to see the
importance of lab schools for
children, college students, and
faculty research

84.62%
n=11

15.38%
n=2

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

N=13

Colleges/Districts not supporting
the ECE program

83.33%
n=10

16.67%
n=2

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

N=12

Colleges/Districts not understanding the importance of ECE

76.92%
n=10

23.08%
n=3

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

N=13

Infant/toddler programs too
expensive to incorporate into the
lab school

76.92%
n=10

23.08%
n=3

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

N=13

Loss of financial support from
campus/district

76.92%
n=10

23.08%
n=3

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

N=13

Lack of secure funding

76.92%
n=10
76.92%
n=10

23.08%
n=3
23.08%
n=3

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

N=13

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

N=13

ECE programs being told we are
not “in the business of providing
child care” so the lab school is
unnecessary for ECE program

69.23%
n=9

30.77%
n=4

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

N=13

Higher costs associated in
operating a high-quality lab
school

69.23%
n=9

30.77%
n=4

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

N=13

Danger of losing the lab after
severe cutbacks every year

79

	
  
Lab schools as separate entities
than academic programs (yearly
plans and program reviews not
supporting each other)

66.67%
n=8

33.33%
n=4

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

N=12

If the lab school is state funded,
the state of CA reimburses the
center the same as it does for ALL
funded centers not taking into
consideration that lab schools are
teacher–training facilities

61.54%
n=8

38.46%
n=5

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

N=13

Note 1=very important; 2=important; 3=neither important nor unimportant; 4=unimportant; and 5=very
unimportant.

Seven items were rated as very important and important resulting in the
cumulative total in the 90th percentile range (see the following Table 4).
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Table 4. Round Two: Percentage Distribution of Highest Rated Issues, Problems and
Barriers as Very Important + Important=Within 90th Percentile
Round Two: Percentage Distribution of Highest Rated Issues, Problems and Barriers as Very Important +
Important=Within 90th Percentile
Issues, Problems & Barriers
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
Total
Very
Imp
Neither
Unimp
Very
Sample
Imp
Imp nor
Unimp
Unimp
Disconnect between ECE faculty
and managerial staff at lab school

76.92%
n=10

15.38%
n=2

7.69%
n=1

0.00%

0.00%

N=13

Limited infant/toddler lab school
practicum opportunities

69.23%
n=9

23.08%
n=3

7.69%
n=1

0.00%

0.00%

N=13

Low paying job market for ECE
field

69.23%
n=9

23.08%
n=3

0.00%

7.69%
n=1

0.00%

N=13

Lab school housed in separate
college department from the ECE
academic program/department
resulting in different
administrators not understanding
the needs of the academic
program and lab school

53.85%
n=7

38.46%
n=5

0.00%

7.69%
n=1

0.00%

N=13

Lack of funds to provide a highquality lab program

76.92%
n=10

15.38%
n=2

7.69%
n=1

0.00%

0.00%

N=13

ECE faculty not having a role in
the lab program regarding
policies, procedures, practices,
staffing, children classroom
assignments, hiring, and student
assignments

61.54%
n=8

30.77%
n=4

7.69%
n=1

0.00%

0.00%

N=13

Inability to provide high-quality
lab school based solely on
parent/student fees

46.15%
n=6

46.15%
n=6

7.69%
n=1

0.00%

0.00%

N=13

Note 1=very important; 2=important; 3=neither important nor unimportant; 4=unimportant; and 5=very
unimportant.

Five items were rated as very important and important resulting in the cumulative
total in the 80th percentile range (see Table 5).
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Table 5. Round Two: Percentage Distribution of Highest Rated for Issues, Problems and
Barriers as Very Important + Important=Within 80th Percentile
Round Two: Percentage Distribution of Highest Rated Issues, Problems and Barriers as Very Important +
Important=Within 80th Percentile
Issues, Problems & Barriers
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
Total
Very
Imp
Neither
Unimp
Very
Sample
Imp
Imp nor
Unimp
Unimp
Lack of financial support to
maintain high-quality teaching
staff at master teacher level or
above

61.54%
n=8

23.08%
n=3

7.69%
n=1

7.69%
n=1

0.00%

N=13

Lack of a clear understanding
among administrators, campus
faculty, and board of trustees of
the critical importance of
childcare to college student
parents

76.92%
n=10

7.69%
n=1

7.69%
n=1

7.69%
n=1

0.00%

N=13

Lack of funding for in-service
staff training regarding mentoring,
reflective practice, current trends,
and best practices

46.15%
n=6

38.46%
n=5

7.69%
n=1

7.69%
n=1

0.00%

N=13

No state funding formula from
Chancellor's office to support
ECE lab schools

69.23%
n=9

15.38%
n=2

15.38%
n=2

0.00%

0.00%

N=13

Increase of transitionalkindergarten classrooms affecting
the enrollment of 4-year olds in
child development labs

33.33%
n=4

50.00%
n=6

15.38%
n=2

8.44%
n=1

0.00%

N=13

Note 1=very important; 2=important; 3=neither important nor unimportant; 4=unimportant; and 5=very
unimportant.

Three items were rated as very important and important resulting in the
cumulative total in the 70th percentile range (see Table 6).
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Table 6. Round Two: Percentage Distribution of Highest Rated for Issues, Problems and
Barriers as Very Important + Important=Within 70th Percentile
Round Two: Percentage Distribution of Highest Rated Issues, Problems and Barriers as Very Important +
Important=Within 70th Percentile
Issues, Problems & Barriers
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
Total
Very
Imp
Neither
Unimp
Very
Sample
Imp
Imp nor
Unimp
Unimp
Lab schools are not congruent
with the early educational
philosophies in the ECE/child
development courses

46.15%
n=6

30.77%
n=4

7.69%
n=1

15.38%
n=2

0.00%

N=13

There are no official designation
or requirements for lab schools, so
colleges have to define them on
their own

53.85%
n=7

23.08%
n=3

23.08%
n=3

0.00%

0.00%

N=13

No “funded” designated time for
teachers in lab classrooms to meet
with ECE students

38.46%
n=5

38.46%
n=5

15.38%
n=2

7.69%
n=1

0.00%

N=13

Note 1=very important; 2=important; 3=neither important nor unimportant; 4=unimportant; and 5=very
unimportant.

Nine items were rated as very important and important resulting in the cumulative
total in the 60th percentile range (see Table 7).
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Table 7. Round Two: Percentage Distribution of Highest Rated Issues, Problems and
Barriers as Very Important + Important=Within 60th Percentile
Round Two: Percentage Distribution of Highest Rated Issues, Problems and Barriers as Very Important +
Important=Within 60th Percentile
(1) Very
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
Total
Imp
Imp
Neither
Unimp
Very
Sample
Issues, Problems & Barriers
Imp nor
Unimp
Unimp
Lack of state standards for
16.67% 50.00%
25.00%
8.33%
0.00%
N=12
staffing and qualifications for
n=2
n=6
n=3
n=1
director/manager
Lack of definitions of what
constitutes a quality environment
and expectations of quality
practices

41.67%
n=5

25.00%
n=3

25.00%
n=3

8.33%
n=1

0.00%

N=12

Lack of state standards for
staffing of lab schools

25.00%
n=3

41.67%
n=5

16.67%
n=2

16.67%
n=2

0.00%

N=12

Lack of quality standards at the
lab school

38.46%
n=5

23.08
n=3

23.08
n=3

15.38%
n=2

0.00%

N=13

Lab teachers are in the classified
staff union requires higher pay,
medical benefits, and other
requirements affecting the lab
school funding

30.77%
n=4

30.77%
n=4

30.77%
n=4

7.69%
n=1

0.00%

N=13

The blurring of lines between
campus childcare and camp child
development labs

38.46%
n=5

23.08%
n=3

38.46%
n=4

0.00%

0.00%

N=13

Faculty are not on lab teacher
hiring committees

38.46%
n=5

23.08%
n=3

30.77%
n=4

0.00%

7.69%
n=1

N=13

Lead teachers spending so much
time with the DRDPs that the
least qualified teachers are with
the children

30.77%
n=4

30.77%
n=4

30.77%
n=3

7.69%
n=1

0.00%

N=13

High-turnover in staffing (serious
concern for child
attachment/bonding)

38.46%
n=5

23.08%
n=3

30.77%
n=3

7.69%
n=1

0.00%

N=13

Note 1=very important; 2=important; 3=neither important nor unimportant; 4=unimportant; and 5=very
unimportant.

Two items were rated as very important and important resulting in the cumulative
total in the 50th percentile range (see Table 8).
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Table 8. Round Two: Percentage Distribution of Highest Rated Issues, Problems and
Barriers as Very Important + Important=Within 50th Percentile
Round Two: Percentage Distribution of Highest Rated Issues, Problems and Barriers as Very Important +
Important=Within 50th Percentile
Issues, Problems & Barriers
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
Total
Very
Imp
Neither
Unimp
Very
Sample
Imp
Imp nor
Unimp
Unimp
Lack of resources for new
buildings

23.08%
n=3

30.77%
n=4

38.46%
n=5

7.69%
n=1

0.00%

N=13

Funding sources often require
policies, curriculum, assessment
tools that are not aligned with the
philosophy of the CD lab or the
CD department

25.00%
n=3

33.33%
n=4

41.67%
n=5

0.00%

0.00%

N=12

Note 1=very important; 2=important; 3=neither important nor unimportant; 4=unimportant; and 5=very
unimportant.

Two items were rated as very important and important resulting in the cumulative
total in the 40th percentile range (see Table 9).
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Table 9. Round Two: Percentage Distribution of Highest Rated Issues, Problems and
Barriers as Very Important + Important=Within 40th Percentile
Round Two: Percentage Distribution of Highest Rated Issues, Problems and Barriers as Very Important +
Important=Within 40th Percentile
Issues, Problems & Barriers
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
Total
Very
Imp
Neither
Unimp
Very
Sample
Imp
Imp nor
Unimp
Unimp
Lack of funds to offer lab services
at varying hours for all students

23.08%
n=3

23.08%
n=3

38.46%
n=5

15.38%
n=2

0.00%

N=13

No state expectations requiring
NAEYC accreditation status for
all lab schools

15.38%
n=2

30.77%
n=4

30.77%
n=4

23.08%
n=3

0.00%

N=13

Note 1=very important; 2=important; 3=neither important nor unimportant; 4=unimportant; and 5=very
unimportant.

In reviewing the mean scores of the ECE experts’ most pressing issues, problems
and barriers facing California child development laboratory schools, the mean scores fell
into two categories: (a) a mean within the 1.08-1.92 of very important; and (b) a mean
within the 2.00-2.62 of important. No item had a mean score in the range of 3.00-3.99
rated as both neither important nor unimportant; 4.00-4.99 rated as unimportant; or 5.005.99 rated as very unimportant.
The following table presents the descending mean ratings of twenty-eight very
important issues, problems, and barriers and includes the median, mode, and interquartile
range (see Table 10).
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Table 10. Round Two: Descending Mean Rating of Very Important (1) (Including
Median, Mode, Interquartile Range)
Round Two: Descending Mean Rating of Very Important (1) (Including Median, Mode, Interquartile
Range)
Mean Issues, Problems, Barriers
Median Mode IQR
1.08
14. Colleges/Districts not seeing the value of ECE lab schools
1
1
0
for the students and community
1.08
12. Colleges/Districts not viewing lab schools comparably to
1
1
0
other student laboratories on campus. The Lab school not
perceived as crucial to the child development/ECE student as a
lab is to biology, chemistry, cosmetology, or language
laboratories
1.15
38. Lack of understanding about the need for lab schools that
1
1
0
demonstrate best practices to ECE students and the community
1.15
11. College/Districts viewing lab schools as "free child care for
1
1
0
students" but failing to see the importance of lab schools for
children, college students, and faculty research
1.15
13. Colleges/Districts not supporting the ECE program
1
1
0
1.23
16. Colleges/Districts not understanding the importance of ECE
1
1
0
1.23
19. Infant/toddler programs too expensive to incorporate into the
1
1
0
lab school
1.23
21. Loss of financial support from campus/district
1
1
0
1.23
22. Lack of secure funding
1
1
0
1.23
31. Danger of losing the lab after severe cutbacks every year
1
1
0
1.31
6. Lack of funds to provide a high-quality lab program
1
1
0
1.31
30. ECE programs being told we are not “in the business of
1
1
1
providing child care” so the lab school is unnecessary for ECE
program
1.31
27. Higher costs associated in operating a high-quality lab
1
1
1
school
1.32
2. Disconnect between ECE faculty and managerial staff at lab
1
1
0
school
1.33
32. Lab schools as separate entities than academic programs
1
1
1
(yearly plans and program reviews not supporting each other)
1.38
26. If the lab school is state funded, the state of CA reimburses
1
1
1
the center the same as it does for ALL funded centers not taking
into consideration that lab schools are teacher–training facilities
1.38
18. Limited infant/toddler lab school practicum opportunities
1
1
1
1.45
15. Low paying job market for ECE field
1
1
1
1.46
1. ECE faculty not having a role in the lab program regarding
1
1
1
policies, procedures, practices, staffing, children classroom
assignments, hiring, and student assignments
1.46
20. No state funding formula from Chancellor's office to support
1
1
1
ECE lab schools
1.46
23. Lack of a clear understanding among administrators,
1
1
0
campus faculty, and board of trustees of the critical importance
of childcare to college student parents
1.62
9. Lack of financial support to maintain high-quality teaching
1
1
1
staff at master teacher level or above
1.62
33. Inability to provide high-quality lab school based solely on
2
1,2
1
parent/student fees
1.62
34. Lab school housed in separate college department from the
1
1
1
ECE academic program/department resulting in different
administrators not understanding the needs of the academic
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N
13
13

13
13
12
13
13
13
13
13
13
13
13
13
12
13
13
13
13
13
13
13
13
13

	
  

1.69
1.77
1.92
1.92

program and lab school
29. There are no official designation or requirements for lab
schools, so colleges have to define them on their own
10. Lack of funding for in-service staff training regarding
mentoring, reflective practice, current trends, and best practices
25. No “funded” designated time for teachers in lab classrooms
to meet with ECE students
28. Lab schools are not congruent with the early educational
philosophies in the ECE/child development courses

1

1

1

13

2

1

1

13

2

1,2

1

13

2

1

1

13

The following table presents the descending mean ratings of fourteen important
issues, problems, and barriers and includes the median, mode, and interquartile range (see
Table 11).
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Table 11. Round Two: Descending Mean Rating of Important (2) Issues, Problems,
Barriers (Including Median, Mode, Interquartile Range)
Round Two: Descending Mean Rating of Important (2) Issues, Problems, Barriers (Including Median,
Mode, Interquartile Range)
Mean Issues, Problems, Barriers
Median Mode IQR
2
4. Lack of definitions of what constitutes a quality environment
2
1
2
and expectations of quality practices
2
36. Increase of transitional-kindergarten classrooms affecting
2
2
2
the enrollment of 4-year olds in child development labs
2
39. The blurring of lines between campus childcare and campus
2
1,3
2
child development labs
2.08
42. High-turnover in staffing (serious concern for child
2
1
2
attachment/bonding)
2.15
35. Lab teachers are in the classified staff union requiring
2
1,2,3
2
higher pay, medical benefits, and other requirements affecting
the lab school funding
2.15
24. Lack of quality standards at the lab school
2
1
2
2.15
40. Faculty are not on lab teacher hiring committees,
2
1
2
2.15
41. Lead teachers spending so much time with the DRDPs that
2
1,2,3
2
the least qualified teachers are with the children
2.23
37. Funding sources often require policies, curriculum,
2
3
2
assessment tools that are not aligned with the philosophy of the
CD lab or the CD department
2.25
3. Lack of state standards for staffing of lab schools
2
2
2
2.25
5. Lack of state standards for staffing and qualifications for
2
2
1.5
director/manager
2.32
17. Lack of resources for new buildings
2
2
2
2.46
8. Lack of funds to offer lab services at varying hours for all
3
3
2
students
2.62
7. No state expectation requiring NAEYC accreditation status
3
2,3
1
for all lab schools

N
12
13
13
13
13
13
13
13
13
12
12
13
13
13

Discussion and Interpretation of Round-Two Survey
The Round Two survey extracted the ECE experts’ ratings of the importance of
the issues, problems, and barriers facing California community colleges child
development laboratory schools. The data was converted into percentages of experts’
ratings, mean, median, mode scores, and interquartile ranges. Totaling the sum of Likert
score ratings and dividing by number of expert participants derived the mean scores.
Although the mean scores are informative regarding the highest rated items, the mean
scores do not give the full picture of experts’ ratings since the items are averaged.
(Extreme scores by the experts distort the mean average.)
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Consensus was achieved by the ECE panelists in reviewing the mode score listed,
as it is the rating given by most of the ECE experts. In the two cases when more than one
mode score was tabulated, the median score listed identifies the ECE experts’ results of
the top-rated issues, problems and barriers facing laboratory schools.
The interquartile range (IQR) was used to view the degree of the dispersion of
responses from the ECE experts. IQR is the difference between the third and first
quartiles and is another measure of consensus. IQR “indicates the dispersion among the
middle half of the scores” (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010, p. 161). According to
McMillan and Schumacher (2010) the smaller the interquartile range, the greater the
consensus. In this study, when the IQR was noted as zero, there was no difference
between the third and first quartiles. When the IQR was listed in this study as zero, one,
or two, there was strong agreement on the expert ratings of the issues, problems, and
barriers facing laboratory schools. All IQR scores were zero, one, or two indicating
resounding agreement.
It is evident from the results that the ECE experts perceived that the issues
problems and barriers listed in the first survey were considered very important or
important. No item achieved consensus that was neither important nor unimportant.
Very few experts rated issues, problems and barriers cited in the first round as
unimportant or very unimportant.
The areas of greatest consistency in the findings were in the categories of
college/districts not seeing the value of ECE lab schools, not viewing lab school
comparably to other student laboratories on campus, not understanding the need for lab
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schools to demonstrate best practices, not valuing the importance of ECE, and the lack of
resources.
The items that were not highly rated in importance were lack of funds to offer lab
services at varying hours and no state expectations requiring NAEYC accreditation status
for all lab schools.
Research Question Three
Research question three asked the ECE experts, “For the most highly rated issues,
problems, and barriers identified in Research Question 2, what recommendations do you
suggest are the most viable solutions to help California Child Development Labs
maintain viability?”
Based on the ECE experts’ responses, the researcher coded and analyzed the
common themes. Six themes emerged from the experts’ list of highly rated issues,
problems and barriers. The themes that emerged are: (1) colleges/districts not
understanding the importance of child development laboratory schools; (2)
colleges/district system dysfunction; (3) lack of financial support; (4) low paying job
market; (5) the challenge of offering infant/toddler programs; and (6) the increase of
transitional-kindergarten classrooms affecting the enrollment of 4-year-olds in child
development laboratories.
Round Three was the last and final round of data collection for this study. The
third-round of the California Community College Child Development Laboratory survey
was sent to the experts to solicit their recommendations on viable solutions related to
each theme of issues, problems and barriers facing lab schools. The researcher presented
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the themes to the ECE experts in an open-ended format to answer the third research
question.
Theme #1: Colleges/Districts Not Understanding the Importance of the Child
Development Laboratory
The issues, problems and barriers categorized into the theme of colleges/districts
not understanding the importance of child development laboratory schools, included:
1. Colleges/Districts viewing lab schools as 'free child care for students' but failing
to see the importance of lab schools for children, college students, and faculty
research;
2. Colleges/Districts not viewing lab schools comparably to other student
laboratories on campus. The Lab school not perceived as crucial to the child
development/ECE student as a lab is to biology, chemistry, cosmetology, or
language laboratories;
3. Colleges/Districts not supporting the ECE program;
4. Colleges/Districts not seeing the value of ECE lab schools for the students and
community;
5. Lack of understanding about the need for lab schools that demonstrate best
practices to ECE students and the community;
6. Colleges/Districts not understanding the importance of ECE;
7. ECE programs being told we are not “in the business of providing child care” so
the lab school is unnecessary for ECE program; and
8. Lack of a clear understanding among administrators, campus faculty, and board of
trustees of the critical importance of childcare to college student parents.
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The experts offered solutions to promote lab school viability concerning the
theme of colleges/districts not understanding the importance of the child development
laboratory. One expert opined that colleges/districts not seeing the importance of ECE
would lead to the lack of financial support on behalf of the laboratory schools. The
expert argued that financial support is linked to the perception of ECE programs campus
wide. “We need to continue building a strong relationship and educate the dean of the
division on the importance of the child development laboratory school.”
Another expert suggested using effective strategies that have been implemented
statewide. A formal model of successful lab school implementation could be used to
educate administrators within the college, district, and at statewide meetings.
In order to promote viability to the lab, an expert noted that his/her program
changed the name of the lab school from Child Development Center to Early Childhood
Education Laboratory School to highlight the importance of lab school mission. “We are
also involved on various committees on campus to educate faculty, staff, administrators,
and board members on what we really do and how we are just not "child care."
An expert noted that it is important to highlight that laboratory schools are
teacher-training sites, not just campus child care. Another expert cautioned that early
childhood education would never be valued by the administration if our ECE programs
are not high quality.
Other suggestions to promote lab school viability from ECE experts included
developing a brochure outlining the benefits to students, connecting with student success
committees at the colleges, obtaining testimonials from students, gathering support of
employers who want a qualified workforce, and asking administrators to volunteer 10-15
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hours per semester to validate the importance that child development laboratory schools
offer.
Multiple experts commented on the lack of leadership at the California
Community College Chancellor’s Office (CCCCO). The CCCCO needs to recognize
child development laboratories as educational labs. “Having an official designation of
lab school would help legitimize the programs as well as specific funding from the state
to help colleges support these programs” quoted an ECE expert. Another expert stated
“The Community College Chancellor and staff at the CCCCO need to take some
leadership and help college presidents, boards, and the ACCJC [Accrediting Commission
for Community and Junior Colleges] understand the value of high quality lab experiences
for the ECE workforce.”
Future legislation and potential funding sources were cited as viable solution to
promote lab school viability. The funding sources that were suggested include the CA
Early Childhood Mentor Program, Child Development Training Consortium, and a
stronger richer funding stream from the California Department of Education. “ECE
programs would not be regarded with skepticism if laboratory schools were not
dependent on district funding.”
An expert mentioned that the proposed teaching credential to teach ages 0-8 could
help with securing funding streams for laboratory schools. A task group has been
appointed by the California Commission on Teacher Credentialing (CTC) to look at the
revision of the California Child Development Permit primarily but to provide information
and recommendations for the development an Early Childhood Education Credential
(CTC Stakeholders and CTC-Appointed Task Group, 2013).
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An ECE expert shared his/her experience that the president of his/her college and
the dean that oversaw the academic program viewed the lab school as a valuable part of
the entire ECE program. “The president of the college stated several years ago that the
lab school is a lab component of the ECE program and is supported along with every
other lab on campus.”
One expert offered a socio-cultural opinion stating “attitudes and understanding
about Early Childhood are largely determined by how one is raised and the
communicated value of parenting and children.”
Theme #2: Colleges/District Dysfunction
The issues, problems and barriers categorized into the theme of Colleges/Districts
Dysfunction was highly important rated as a pressing issue, problem and/or barrier
including:
1. ECE faculty not having a role in the lab program regarding policies,
procedures, practices, staffing, children classroom assignments, hiring, and
student assignments;
2. Disconnect between ECE faculty and managerial staff at lab school;
3. Lab schools as separate entities than academic programs (yearly plans and
program reviews not supporting each other); and
4. Lab school housed in separate college department from the ECE academic
program/department resulting in different administrators not understanding
the needs of the academic program and lab school.
Regarding the theme of colleges/district system dysfunction, the ECE experts
recommended viable solutions to address college/district dysfunction. In conjunction
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with educating colleges/districts on the importance of ECE, several experts stated it is
critical to educate the policy-makers about the importance of the academic programs and
lab school being interconnected. Dysfunction occurs when lab schools are not in sync
with the academic programs. Continuing with advocacy efforts on the importance of the
ECE with the lab school was recommended.
One ECE expert wrote that the “college ‘lab’ school needs to decide whether it is
a student services program or a training program.” Another expert specified that the key
is they must be under the academic program. The deans and vice presidents must see the
components of laboratory school and academic program “as a team and work with them
as a team.”
An ECE expert recommended that as with all other academic areas, lab schools
and ECE programs need to be housed in the same division with the same dean to ensure
administrative consistency. The expert stated,
Collaboration between the lab schools and the instructional programs should be
codified in the faculty and the lab school job descriptions. Consistent meetings
should be required between faculty with students in the lab school and the lab
school staff.
An ECE expert stated that the best situation he/she has experienced is when the
lab school staff has partial teaching loads as faculty members (e.g., lab school position is
40 percent and faculty position is 60 percent). “Then there is consistency between what
the students are learning and doing/seeing.”
Regarding lab schools needing to be connected with the academic program, an
expert wrote,

96

	
  

This is not an issue on our campus, but I can see it is a problem for others. About
15 years ago, we appointed a child development department faculty [member] to
be a liaison between the center and department on campus. This liaison oversees
the center director and works with the dean. This has been vital to the success of
building a bridge between the center and the department. We are all working for
the same goal.
Regarding the issue of college/district dysfunction, it was suggested by an ECE
expert that a resolution at the state Academic Senate for California Community Colleges
is needed. “I do believe that this is a top down issue—if we see the lab as an academic
program then there should be standards in place at a statewide level.”
It was also advised by a panelist that a system-wide study and set of
recommendations regarding standards, policies, structure, and staffing be commissioned
by the state chancellor's office and implemented. “This was last done in the early 1980s
and it had a significant impact, but clearly it needs to be done again.”
The experts would welcome legislation establishing standards and funding for
child development laboratory schools. An expert cited,
I think it would also be good to convene a group, or start a CAP-like project that
brought CD faculty and staff together to come up with their own set of
recommendations, standards, structure, etc. I think once quality standards are
defined for the lab schools they should be accredited (preferably, but not
necessarily, by NAEYC [National Association for the Education of Young
Children]) to assure that we provide the highest quality care and student learning
experience.
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Regarding lab schools and the academic programs connections, an expert wrote,
“It is all about creating relationships.” There must a connection between both the lab
school and the academic program. It “takes time and a commitment by both faculty and
CDC [child development center] staff.” Another expert recommended to “not give up on
relationship between the lab school and CD [child development] department.” Another
panelist cited,
I have been in the field of ECE for 30+ years. If we are teaching children to
negotiate, problem-solve, be respectful, learn to work together and work as
a team, then the ECE community must ‘Walk their Talk.’ I am learning to be
more proactive than reactive which is very hard to do.
Theme #3: Lack of Financial Support
The issues, problems and barriers categorized into the theme of Lack of Financial
Support highly rated as a pressing issue, problem and/or barrier including:
1. Lack of funds to provide a high-quality lab program;
2. Lack of financial support to maintain high-quality teaching staff at master teacher
level or above;
3. Lack of funding for in-service staff training regarding mentoring, reflective
practice, current trends, and best practices;
4. If the lab school is state funded, the state of CA reimburses the center the same as
it does for ALL funded centers not taking into consideration that lab schools are
teacher–training facilities;
5. Higher costs associated in operating a high-quality lab school;
6. Danger of losing the lab after severe cutbacks every year;
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7. Inability to provide high-quality lab school based solely on parent/student fees;
and
8. No state funding formula from Chancellor's office to support ECE lab schools;
Regarding the lack of funding, multiple ECE experts championed that the
California Chancellor’s office needs to show leadership recognizing child development
laboratories schools as a “collegiate” laboratory so child development laboratory schools
can receive lab status and funding. An expert suggested that using the recent data
gathered by California Community College Early Childhood Educators and Child
Development Training Consortium (The California Community Colleges Centers/Lab
School Report (California Community College Early Childhood Educators and the Child
Development Training Consortium [CCCECE and CDTC], 2014). “If the chancellor
took the lead this would be less of an issue,” quoted an ECE expert.
It was also recommended by an expert that the California Department of
Education (CDE) Early Education and Support Division (EESD) also needs to recognize
the work that lab schools do to prepare the ECE workforce. When programs are
receiving funding from the CDE to provide childcare for disadvantaged children, the
reimbursement rates should be increased for lab schools to cover the additional costs of
mentoring college students. “The reimbursement rate from CDE needs to be adjusted to
reflect the additional costs, responsibilities, and role of the lab schools in preparing the
ECE workforce.” Another expert wrote, “I think because of the extra demands that a lab
school has there should be a special state designation for lab schools at colleges (all
levels) that comes with increased funding for these programs.”
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One expert recommended pulling out of CDE state funding and changing the
funding source of the lab school to a private program using college funding and parent
tuition. The expert argued, “thus, not being committed to state regulated curriculum
(inappropriate), and offering a true learning program for the students and children.”
Another expert furthered advocated for a change in funding,
We need to have a new funding model for lab schools who receive monies from
the state. Also a piece of the expectations is that center staff receive adequate
in-service training and education opportunities, perhaps at a statewide conference.
ECE experts suggested other funding sources for lab schools including First Five
California, community college district board of trustees, and grants. One expert
suggested that if the lab school staff was redefined as part of the classified staff union it
would reduce costs and the union would protect them.
Regarding viable solutions funding sources, an expert wrote, “Our CDC [child
development center] director has looked for a variety of funding sources.” The expert
elaborated that the programs need to “continue looking for creative solutions as our field
continues to change.”
An ECE expert advocated for more state legislation to establish standards and
regulations for staffing and funding to augment the shortage of funds for lab schools. If
the state legislature would add language to the education code requiring districts/colleges
to fund the lab schools, it could be enforced legally.
A panelist promoted more active public relations (PR) to counteract for the lack
of funding issue facing lab schools. Regarding promoting PR an ECE expert stated,
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Lab schools and [ECE] departments must be a united front in working to educate
and advocate for the lab school on campus. The research is out there to show how
successful children can be if given high quality early childhood experiences.
There needs to be active public relations!
Another ECE expert summed up his/her thoughts regarding the lack of funding
for child development laboratory schools: “This is the most pressing issue and it will
continue to be so. I am not sure what the answer is. Until California sees Early
Childhood Education as a workforce entity things are not going to change.”
Theme #4: Low Paying Job Market
The theme of Low Paying Job Market for the ECE Field was presented to the
ECE experts as a highly rated as a pressing issue, problem and/or barrier. An expert
stated that this issue needs “to start at the federal and state levels. It is really hard to
provide a solution to this problem until society as a whole realizes how important ECE
teachers are to the success of society as a whole.”
Another expert wrote,
With the recent 'push' for students to complete programs for higher-paying jobs
(i.e., Salary Surfer), this is a particular challenge for our field right now. [Lab
schools need to] utilize resources like Center for the Study of Child Care (U.C.
Berkeley) to show [the] importance of a well-trained and well-paid ECE staff.
[Salary Surfer is hosted on the California Community College Chancellor’s Office
website. It uses aggregated earnings of community college certificate and degree
graduates and provides an estimate on the potential salaries to be earned after two years
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and after five years completing a certificate or degree in a program of study (California
Community College Chancellor’s Office [CCCCO], 2014c).]
An ECE expert also advocated having a statewide standard pay scale. “With the
state looking at an ECE credential (on the governor’s desk), the salaries will rise,
however, with the state funding will come the regulatory bodies including curriculum and
assessment.” [The researcher was unable to verify that the ECE credential has reached
the governor’s desk but the task group is making recommendations for the development
of the credential (CTC Stakeholders and CTC-Appointed Task Group, 2013).]
Another expert wrote about raising the pay for early childhood practitioners by
linking ECE with public education. “This will help solve that problem although it opens
up a number of other potential (and likely) problems.”
An ECE expert opined,
The key here is to acknowledge why we are low paying—no federal subsidy and
the lack of understanding that ECE teachers do need higher education. The field
is too disconnected on what the training needs to be—in CA they allow too many
ways to be an ECE teacher—they go by the generalist piece with ‘related fields’
way too broad and that has gotten us into trouble. Pay is a complex problem until
we have a federal funding formula like K-12 and continue to allow multiple ways
to be qualified, we will struggle.
Several experts cited that they did not see low paying job market as a specific
issue for laboratory schools but an issue for the ECE field. An expert panelist quoted,
I don't see this as an issue specifically for college lab schools; it is an issue for the
field in general. I think we are continuing to make progress in this area as we
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increase education, work together to support legislation, and demonstrate the
professionalism of the field.
ECE experts again cited the need for state legislative support and leadership from
the state chancellor’s office to increase salaries. “Raise the educational requirements for
preschool teachers. We cannot expect to be paid on par with K-12 teachers when ECE
practitioners only need 12 units and K-12 are required to have bachelor degrees and
credentials.”
Public relation advocacy efforts were again proposed by some of the experts:
“There needs to be a clear understanding that no economic and workforce development
can move forward if there is no childcare for the workers,” stated an panelist. The expert
cited that “there also needs to be recognition of the role that early learning and care plays
in the future workforce” and referred to the James J. Heckman analysis of Invest in Early
Childhood Development: Reduce Deficits, Strengthen the Economy (Heckman, 2012).
Another approach offered by an ECE expert for public relation advocacy is to
highlight the career ladder and how there are higher paying positions making $60,000 to
$145,000. The expert also cautioned how current ECE practitioners are aging and will
soon be retiring; we are looking at a workforce “shortage in our field in regards to ECE
people with higher degrees.”
An expert promoted the solution of surveying other lab schools and using the data
collected to increase salaries for lab school staff. Another ECE panelist argued “if
colleges supported centers financially, they could offer higher pay.” More financial
support is needed due to the low paying ECE field.
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The complex issue of low pay in the ECE field was recast by an expert, “Pay is a
complex problem until we have a federal funding formula like K-12 and continue to
allow multiple ways to be qualified we will struggle.” An ECE expert wrote, the “ECE
field needs a professionalism overhaul. ‘WE’ are still not articulate about what we do and
how this contributes to the foundation of learning for life.”
Theme #5: The Challenge of Offering Infant/Toddler Programs
The issues, problems and barriers categorized into the theme of the challenge of
offering infant/toddler programs was highly rated as a pressing issue, problem and/or
barrier by experts including:
1. Infant/toddler programs are too expensive to incorporate into the lab school;
and
2. Limited infant/toddler lab school practicum opportunities.
An ECE panelist suggested developing strategies to bring infant/toddler programs
back into the labs by collaborating with local First Five California, county office of
education resource and referral services, local planning councils, and seeking grants to
assist with financing.
Another expert stated that the lack of infant/toddler programs is connected to lack
of financial support from the state department of education, early education support
division. “The CDE/EESD [California Department of Education Early Education
Support Division] MUST reimburse infant/toddler care at the true cost of care.” Another
expert wrote regarding state funding, “there needs to be a significant investment from the
state in infant/toddler care and education. This means a realistic reimbursement rate for
children of this age.” An ECE expert noted,
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We want to add one [an infant/toddler program] in our restructuring but we need
to look at the reimbursement rate versus our costs to see if we can afford [it].
They are more costly programs and need a different funding level.
A panelist wrote that his/her district supported the infant/toddler program as a part
of the academic program: “Our center has expanded infant/toddler spaces due to
demand. Again, financial support seems to be the issue.”
Multiple ECE experts mentioned state funding regarding offering infant/toddler
programs. An ECE expert opined,
Infant/toddler programs should be available as part of (but separately identified
and funded so programs still have choice) state guidelines for lab schools. With a
state designation of lab school that includes increased funding for these programs
quality infant/toddler programs would be more viable.
An expert also advocated that if the state chancellor’s office would designate the
official status of child development laboratory schools, then lab schools would receive
funding for infant/toddler programs.
A viable solution offered by an expert regarding the shortage of infant/toddler
programs in the community was using infant/toddler programs in the community since
not all college lab schools can afford to offer them. Another panelist shared regarding
infant/toddler programs,
Fortunately I have a small infant/toddler program. This is the passion of my work.
Infant/Toddler care is the most important issue of professionalism (we are not
sitting on babies "baby sitting"). I cannot believe this term is still used.
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Theme #6: The Increase of Transitional-Kindergarten (TK) classrooms
The theme of the increase of transitional-kindergarten (TK) classrooms affecting
the enrollment of four-year-olds in child development labs was highly rated as a pressing
issue, problem and/or barrier. The transitional-kindergarten classrooms are derived from
the Kindergarten Readiness Act of 2010, when California Senate Bill (SB) 1381 amended
the California Education Code to change the required birthday for admission to
kindergarten and first grade and established a transition-to-kindergarten program for fouryear-olds (California Department of Education [CDE], 2014). Most TK programs are
being offered by the California K-12 public school district system, essentially a new
grade level. Since a large part of enrollment at community college laboratory schools are
pre-kindergarten four-year-olds, there is concern that the lab schools would lose the fouryear-olds to the public schools with the result of destabilizing the lab school funding and
decreasing enrollment.
Multiple experts championed the continuation of advocacy and education efforts
to state policymakers as a solution for California TK. Once again, the ECE experts
proposed the solution for laboratory schools to continue education and advocacy to state
and local leaders throughout the state.
Some experts are concerned that putting four-year-olds in the public school
system will result in inappropriate educational practices for young children. An expert
suggested “working with local school districts to make sure that the TK programs that do
exist are developmentally appropriate.” Advocacy for stricter, more appropriate
regulations is important for the children participating in TK. “TK is a problem for ALL
child care centers, not just lab schools. Everyone needs to unite and show how

106

	
  

inappropriate the school districts are handling TK and we need those children back,”
stated an ECE expert.
One expert cautioned that not all four-year-old children are ready for TK. The
panelist suggested working closely with TK programs in elementary schools to be sure
that children who are not ready for TK “are urged to stay in early childhood/preschool
programs.” In fact, an ECE expert indicated that many programs “are getting four-yearolds back when parents become unhappy with TK.”
Several ECE experts mentioned that community college lab schools should be
treated as local education agencies (LEA) and receive the average daily attendance
(ADA) by the California Department of Education. Since the TK regulations allow the
designation of “local education agencies,” a possible solution to losing four-year-olds
from laboratory schools would be to establish the community college lab school as a
LEA. Legislation has designated that local education agencies may offer TK programs
(CDE, 2014). An ECE expert wrote that “if community colleges could act as [a] LEA
then they should be able to run their own transitional-kindergarten programs too.”
Regulations may allow lab schools to serve as an LEA offering a TK classroom, but the
program and teachers would need to meet the qualifications (CDE, 2013). The CDE has
listed TK teacher education and experience as follows:
TK teachers are required to have at least one credential by the Commission on
Teacher Credentialing (CTC); and by August 2020 have one of the following:
24 units in early childhood education or child development, or both;
professional experience in a classroom setting with preschool-age children that is
comparable to the 24 units of education (as determined by an LEA); or
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a child development permit issued by the CTC. While current TK teachers are
"grandfathered in," any TK teachers hired after July 1, 2015, will have 5 years to
meet the above-mentioned education requirements (Governor’s State Advisory
Council on Early Learning and Care, 2013, p. 7).
An expert offered that state preschools could serve the role as a site where early
childhood education students (including TK teachers) can meet their “supervised field
experience” requirement for the California Child Development Permit.
“Community Colleges should be identified as LEAs for the purpose of TK and be
allowed to provide TK services for children and receive ADA for that work” stated a
panelist. Another ECE expert indicated that Debra McMannis, the director of the
California Department of Education, Early Education and Support Division, affirmed that
community colleges are local education agencies. The process of how lab schools could
apply to become a local education agency is listed on the CDE website (CDE, 2013).
An ECE expert is investigating having a TK classroom at his/her lab school and is
looking to fund the program so the lab school could model an appropriate “constructivist
approach.” Another expert offered the solution that implementing partnerships with
school districts for developing statewide charters for transitional-kindergarten would
create opportunities at community college laboratory schools.
Several experts were not convinced that this area is a concern for lab schools. “I
don't see this as an issue,” stated an ECE expert. “There are plenty of children 0-4 who
need care and plenty of parents who will not choose TK.” Another expert stated,
I see this more as a transition in the field and not necessarily a main issue that can
be addressed. Parents want free programs for their children as early as possible,
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so college lab schools, as well as preschool programs throughout the state, will
need to redefine the programs to some extent to adjust to this change in [the]
population in the programs. There will still be 4-year-olds in the programs, just
not as many. Perhaps this means we need an even stronger focus on infant/toddler
care since now we have to prepare children to enter school at four instead of five.
Two ECE experts addressed the need for early education and care academic
programs to incorporate coursework to meet the state TK focus and workforce potential
for the ECE students.
Due to the statewide trend of losing laboratory schools, an expert wondered where
would TK practica occur? Another expert advocated TK practicum course be offered at
“lab programs not only from the college but also from off campus sites.”
An ECE expert’s solution in response to TK is to change the structure of his/her
laboratory school. If four-year-old enrollment is being reduced, then the expert is
researching starting a toddler program.
Discussion and Interpretation of Round-Three Survey
The round three survey question attempted to ascertain the most viable solutions
to help California child development laboratory schools maintain viability based on the
most pressing issues, problems, and barriers. It is evident from the results that have
emerged from this round that ECE experts have multiple recommendations for viable
solutions to help California child development laboratory schools. Consistencies
amongst the experts were initiating/continuing more advocacy efforts at the state and
local levels. The panelists also recommended using public relation (PR) practices as
promoting viability for the labs. Building strong relationships, working with local school
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districts, and establishing the lab schools as local education agencies, would serve the lab
school programs well according to the ECE experts.
There was less consistency with the experts on viable solutions regarding the low
wages for the ECE field. There was not unanimity regarding solutions for lab schools
when faced with California transitional-kindergarten.
Summary of the Study
The exploration of the data consisted of both quantitative and qualitative analyses.
The California Community College Child Development Laboratory survey attempted to
ascertain the issues, problems and barriers facing California community college child
development lab schools, rate the importance of the issues, problems and barriers, and
offer solutions based on the issues, problems and barriers. Sixteen expert panelists were
sent the first-round survey with the question, “According to a panel of experts, what are
the most pressing issues, problems and barriers facing California community college
child development labs?” Thirteen panel members responded with 48 responses. The
issues, problems and barriers were itemized, removing duplicate answers, and 43 distinct
responses were given.
In Round Two, thirteen ECE experts were sent the question, “How do the ECE
experts rate the importance of the issues, problems, and barriers identified in Research
Question 1?” The results of the ratings were tabulated, analyzed, and categorized into six
themes. The six themes were: (1) colleges/districts not understanding the importance of
child development laboratory schools; (2) colleges/district system dysfunction; (3) lack of
financial support; (4) low paying job market; (5) the challenge of offering infant/toddler
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programs; and (6) the increase of transitional-kindergarten classrooms affecting the
enrollment of 4-year-olds in child development laboratories.
Thirteen panel members responded to the third-round survey asking the experts
the question, “For the most highly rated issues, problems, and barriers identified in
Research Question 2, what are the experts’ recommendations for the most viable
solutions to help California Child Development Labs maintain viability? Responses were
analyzed and written into a descriptive narrative. Trends were noted from the written
experts’ responses to determine what relationship, if any, existed between the experts’
solutions offered.
Answers to the research questions were examined to determine if there was
consensus among the experts about the issues, problems and barriers facing California
community college child development lab schools, rate the importance of the issues,
problems and barriers, and offer solutions based on the issues, problems and barriers.
Chapter V follows with a discussion of the findings of the California community
colleges child development laboratory study, conclusions, and recommendations for
future research.
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CHAPTER V
Summary
The care and education of young children has been receiving renewed attention as
ongoing research reveals that high-quality early childhood care and education (ECE)
programs has a substantial impact on young children’s development (Camilli et al., 2010;
Yoshikawa et al., 2013). Researchers throughout the nation have asserted that investing
in ECE, taxpayers receive a high average return in young children’s cognitive and social
skills, improved academic achievement, increased employment, and a reduction in crime
(Barnett, 2003; Barnett 2013a; Calman & Tarr-Whelan, 2005; Levin & Schwartz, 2012;
Reynolds et al., 2011; and Yoshikawa et al., 2013).
To achieve high-quality results, early care and education practitioners require
training and specialized education in ECE (Whitebook; 2014). In California, 75 percent
of ECE practitioners begin coursework in the California Community College system
(Whitebook, Bellm, Lee, & Sakai, 2005). Many California community colleges early
childhood care and education programs have laboratory schools where college students
can “generate knowledge” regarding child development and best practices in early
childhood care and education (McBride et al, 2012). Laboratory schools provide a rich
setting for conducting observations, implementing activities, and developing responsive
interactions to support young children’s growth and development (American Institutes for
Research (AIR), 2012).
Despite the valuable role that laboratory schools play in preparing ECE
practitioners in California, community college lab schools in California are being
threatened with lack of funding, classroom closures, downsized programs, and at some
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colleges, unsupportive campus climates (California Community College Early Childhood
Educators and Child Development Training Consortium [CCCECE and CDTC], 2014).
The majority of lab schools throughout California have reduced their services to students
and families. Over the last three years, 1,367 spaces for lab school children were cut at
83 community colleges laboratory schools and twelve ECE programs have been forced to
close their lab schools (California Community College Early Childhood Education
[CCCECE], 2014).

Early childhood care and education programs at California

community colleges are searching for survival strategies to contest the most pressing
issues, problems and barriers facing the laboratory schools and seek viable solutions to
ensure the sustainability of the community college child development laboratory
programs.
Purpose Statement
The purposes of this Delphi study were (a) to examine the most pressing issues,
problems and barriers facing California community colleges child development labs
programs; (b) rate the importance of the issues, problems, and barriers identified; and (c)
elicit experts’ recommendations for the most viable solutions to help California child
development laboratory programs maintain viability.
Research Questions
The following research questions were addressed in this study:
1. According to a panel of experts, what are the most pressing issues, problems
and barriers facing California child development labs?
2. How do the experts rate the importance of the issues, problems, and barriers
identified in Research Question 1?
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3. For the most highly rated issues, problems, and barriers identified in Research
Question 2, what are the experts’ recommendations for the most viable
solutions to help California Child Development Labs maintain viability?
Method
A Delphi method was utilized enlisting a panel of ECE experts to identify and rate
the most pressing issues, problems and barriers, and generate viable solutions for
California child development laboratory schools’ viability. The data collection process
involved a series of survey rounds using the same panel of experts to answer the research
questions. The Delphi method offers the advantages of using regional experts combined
with anonymity, systematized questions, controlled feedback, and group responses
forming statistical data for the experts’ validation.
Population
Based on the advantages of the Delphi method, subject matter experts were
identified throughout California to participate in the study. Experts included ECE
faculty, ECE administrators, state leaders serving on task forces or advisory groups,
program directors, and site supervisors.
Sample
Purposive (nonprobability) sampling was used to solicit ECE panelists based on
their expertise with California child development lab schools and their region. Thirteen
ECE experts participated in answering the California Community College Child
Development Survey.
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Survey
To collect the data, online surveys were sent to subject-matter experts’
deliberating on the research questions. The surveys were sent in three rounds to the ECE
expert panelists to answer the research questions. Open-ended questions were sent to the
panelists to solicit descriptive responses on the issues, problems and barriers facing
California community college child development laboratory schools and the possible
solutions for lab school viability.
Major Findings
Corresponding to each research question in the order in which it was posed to the
ECE experts, the following results emerged.
Research Question 1
In conjunction with Research Question 1, the ECE experts generated forty-three
separate issues, problems and barriers currently facing California community college
child development lab schools including:
1. ECE faculty not having a role in the lab program regarding policies, procedures,
practices, staffing, children classroom assignments, hiring, and student
assignments;
2. Disconnect between ECE faculty and managerial staff at lab;
3. Lack of state standards for staffing of lab schools;
4. Lack of definitions of what constitutes a quality environment and expectations of
quality practices;
5. Lack of state standards for staffing and qualifications for director/manager;
6. Lack of funds to provide a high-quality lab program;

115

	
  

7. No state expectation requiring NAEYC accreditation status for all lab schools;
8. Lack of funds to offer lab services at varying hours for all students;
9. Lack of financial support to maintain high-quality teaching staff at master teacher
level or above;
10. Lack of funding for in-service staff training regarding mentoring, reflective
practice, current trends, and best practices;
11. College/Districts viewing lab schools as "free child care for students" but failing
to see the importance of lab schools for children, college students, and faculty
research;
12. Colleges/Districts not viewing lab schools comparably to other student
laboratories on campus;
13. Colleges/Districts not supporting the ECE program;
14. Colleges/Districts not seeing the value of ECE lab schools for the students and
community;
15. Low paying job market for ECE field;
16. Colleges/Districts not understanding the importance of ECE;
17. Lack of resources for new buildings;
18. Limited infant/toddler lab school practicum opportunities;
19. Infant/toddler programs too expensive to incorporate into the lab school;
20. No state funding formula from Chancellor's office to support ECE lab schools;
21. Loss of financial support from campus/district;
22. Lack of secure funding;
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23. Lack of a clear understanding among administrators, campus faculty, and board of
trustees of the critical importance of childcare to college student parents;
24. Lack of quality standards at the lab school;
25. No “funded” designated time for teachers in lab classrooms to meet with ECE
students;
26. If the lab school is state funded, the state of CA reimburses the center the same as
it does for ALL funded centers not taking into consideration that lab schools are
teacher–training facilities;
27. Higher costs associated in operating a high-quality lab school;
28. Lab schools are not congruent with the early educational philosophies in the
ECE/child development courses;
29. There are no official designation or requirements for lab schools, so colleges have
to define them on their own;
30. ECE programs being told we are not “in the business of providing child care” so
the lab school is unnecessary for ECE program;
31. Danger of losing the lab after severe cutbacks every year;
32. Lab schools as separate entities than academic programs (yearly plans and
program reviews not supporting each other);
33. Inability to provide high-quality lab school based solely on parent/student fees;
34. Lab school housed in separate college department from the ECE academic
program/department resulting in different administrators not understanding the
needs of the academic program and lab school;
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35. Lab teachers are in the classified staff union requiring higher pay, medical
benefits, and other requirements affecting the lab school funding;
36. Increase of transitional-kindergarten classrooms affecting the enrollment of 4-year
olds in child development labs;
37. Funding sources often require policies, curriculum, assessment tools that are not
aligned with the philosophy of the CD lab or the CD department;
38. Lack of understanding about the need for lab schools that demonstrate best
practices to ECE students and the community;
39. The blurring of lines between campus childcare and campus child development
labs;
40. Since the lab is housed in student services, it is not set up systemically for the
academic program or the students’ convenience;
41. Faculty are not on lab teacher hiring committees;
42. Lead teachers spending much time with DRDPs that the least qualified teachers
are with the children; and
43. High-turnover in staffing (serious concern for child attachment/bonding).
Consistent issues cited by most of the experts include colleges/districts not
supporting or seeing the need, value, and importance of ECE lab schools. The experts
also listed colleges/districts not viewing the lab schools comparable to other student
laboratories on campus as very important. The panelists listed the lack of financial
support for child development lab schools as an issue, problem and barrier. The issues of
“disconnect” between lab school managers and ECE faculty and not being housed in the
same college department were also listed as problem. The challenge of offering resource
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intensive infant/toddler programs was cited as an issue, problem and barrier by the
experts. Another concern was the emergence of California Transitional-Kindergarten
being implemented in K-12 school districts.
Research Question 2
For Research Question 2, the experts rated the items that were generated from the
first round of the survey. The issues, problems and barriers rated as very important are as
follows (in descending order of mean scores):
1. Colleges/Districts not seeing the value of ECE lab schools for the students and
community;
2. Colleges/Districts not viewing lab schools comparably to other student
laboratories on campus;
3. Lack of understanding about the need for lab schools that demonstrate best
practices to ECE students and the community;
4. College/Districts viewing lab schools as "free child care for students" but failing
to see the importance of lab schools for children, college students, and faculty
research;
5. Colleges/Districts not supporting the ECE program;
6. Colleges/Districts not understanding the importance of ECE;
7. Infant/toddler programs too expensive to incorporate into the lab school;
8. Loss of financial support from campus/district;
9. Lack of secure funding;
10. Danger of losing the lab after severe cutbacks every year;
11. Lack of funds to provide a high-quality lab program;
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12. ECE programs being told we are not “in the business of providing child care” so
the lab school is unnecessary for ECE program;
13. Higher costs associated in operating a high-quality lab school;
14. Disconnect between ECE faculty and managerial staff at lab school;
15. Lab schools as separate entities than academic programs (yearly plans and
program reviews not supporting each other);
16. If the lab school is state funded, the state of CA reimburses the center the same as
it does for ALL funded centers not taking into consideration that lab schools are
teacher–training facilities;
17. Limited infant/toddler lab school practicum opportunities;
18. Low paying job market for ECE field;
19. ECE faculty not having a role in the lab program regarding policies, procedures,
practices, staffing, children classroom assignments, hiring, and student
assignments;
20. No state funding formula from Chancellor's office to support ECE lab schools;
21. Lack of a clear understanding among administrators, campus faculty, and board of
trustees of the critical importance of childcare to college student parents;
22. Lack of financial support to maintain high-quality teaching staff at master teacher
level or above;
23. Inability to provide high-quality lab school based solely on parent/student fees;
24. Lab school housed in separate college department from the ECE academic
program/department resulting in different administrators not understanding the
needs of the academic program and lab school;
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25. There are no official designation or requirements for lab schools, so colleges have
to define them on their own;
26. Lack of funding for in-service staff training regarding mentoring, reflective
practice, current trends, and best practices;
27. No “funded” designated time for teachers in lab classrooms to meet with ECE
students; and
28. Lab schools are not congruent with the early educational philosophies in the
ECE/child development courses.
The issues, problems and barriers rated as important by the ECE experts are as
follows (in descending order of mean scores):
1. Lack of definitions of what constitutes a quality environment and expectations of
quality practices;
2. Increase of transitional-kindergarten classrooms affecting the enrollment of 4-year
olds in child development labs;
3. The blurring of lines between campus childcare and campus child development
labs;
4. High-turnover in staffing (serious concern for child attachment/bonding);
5. Lab teachers are in the classified staff union requiring higher pay, medical
benefits, and other requirements affecting the lab school funding;
6. Lack of quality standards at the lab school;
7. Faculty are not on lab teacher hiring committees;
8. Lead teachers spending so much time with the DRDPs that the least qualified
teachers are with the children;
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9. Funding sources often require policies, curriculum, assessment tools that are not
aligned with the philosophy of the CD lab or the CD department;
10. Lack of state standards for staffing of lab schools;
11. Lack of state standards for staffing and qualifications for director/manager
12. Lack of resources for new buildings;
13. Lack of funds to offer lab services at varying hours for all students; and
14. No state expectation requiring NAEYC accreditation status for all lab schools.
All issues, problems, and barriers received a mean score of (1) very important or (2)
important by the expert panelists.
Research Question 3
Research Question 3 asked the ECE experts to offer viable solutions in response
to the issues, problems and barriers highly rated in round two. The highly rated issues,
problems and barriers posed to the experts for their consideration were categorized into
six themes encompassing: (a) colleges/districts not understanding the importance of CD
lab schools; (b) college/district system dysfunction; (c) lack of financial support; (d) low
paying job market for the ECE field; difficulty offering infant/toddler programs; and (e)
the increase of transitional-kindergarten classrooms affecting the enrollment of 4-yearolds in child development labs.
Colleges/Districts Not Understanding the Importance of CD lab schools
Regarding the issue, problem and barrier of colleges/districts not understanding
the importance of CD lab schools, the experts suggested:
1. Continue building strong relationships and educate administrators on the
importance of child development laboratory schools;
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2. Use effective strategies that have been implemented statewide;
3. Be involved on various committees on campus to educate faculty, staff,
administrators, and board members;
4. Highlight that laboratory schools are teacher-training sites, not just campus child
care;
5. Develop a brochure outlining the benefits to students;
6. Connect with student success committees at the colleges;
7. Obtain testimonials from students;
8. Gather support of employers who want a qualified workforce;
9. Ask administrators to volunteer 10-15 hours per semester to validate the
importance that child development laboratory schools offer;
10. Promote an official designation of lab school by the California community college
chancellor’s office (CCCCO) as well as specific funding from the state to help
colleges support these programs;
11. Obtain recognition by CCCCO that child development laboratories are
educational labs;
12. Garner leadership from college presidents, boards, and the ACCJC [Accrediting
Commission for Community and Junior Colleges] for assistance to CD lab
schools;
13. Secure future legislation;
14. Seek potential funding sources including the CA Early Childhood Mentor
Program, Child Development Training Consortium, and California Department of
Education; and

123

	
  

15. Secure funding streams for laboratory schools via proposed 0-8 teaching
credential.
Colleges/District System Dysfunction
Regarding the theme of colleges/district system dysfunction, the ECE experts’
recommended viable solutions to address college/district dysfunction including:
1. Educate colleges/districts on the importance of ECE;
2. Educate the policy-makers about the importance of the academic programs and
lab school being interconnected;
3. Continue with advocacy efforts on the importance of the ECE with the lab school;
4. Strive to present lab schools and the academic program as a team;
5. Advocate for the need to have lab schools and ECE programs housed in the same
division with the same dean to ensure administrative consistency;
6. Develop a system-wide study and set of recommendations regarding standards,
policies, structure, and staffing be commissioned by the state chancellor's office
and implemented;
7. Campaign for legislation establishing standards and funding streams for child
development laboratory schools;
8. Keep a connection between both the lab school and the academic program; and
9. Do not give up on relationship between the lab school and ECE department.
Lack of Financial Support
Regarding the issues, problems and barriers categorized into the theme of Lack of
Financial Support the ECE experts’ recommended viable solutions including:
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1. Advocate for the California Chancellor’s office to show leadership recognizing
child development laboratories schools as a “collegiate” laboratory so child
development laboratory schools can receive lab status and funding;
2. Use the recent data gathered by California Community College Early Childhood
Educators and Child Development Training Consortium (CCCECE and CDTC,
2014);
3. Seek recognition from the California Department of Education (CDE) Early
Education and Support Division (EESD) for the work that lab schools do to
prepare the ECE workforce;
4. Adjust the reimbursement rate from CDE needs to reflect the additional costs,
responsibilities, and role of the lab schools in preparing the ECE workforce;
5. Obtain a special state lab school designation to increase lab school funding due to
the extra demands of teacher training;
6. Pull out of CDE state funding and change the funding source of the lab school to a
private program using college funding and parent tuition;
7. Develop a new funding model for lab schools who receive monies from the state
including in-service training and education opportunities for lab school personnel;
8. Obtain funding sources for lab schools including First Five California, community
college district board of trustees, and grants;
9. Redefine the lab school staff as part of the classified staff union;
10. Continue looking for creative funding solutions as our field continues to change;
11. Advocate for state legislation to establish standards and regulations for staffing
and funding to augment the shortage of funds for lab schools; and
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12. Continue active public relations (PR) to campaign for the lack of funding issue
facing lab schools.
Low Paying Job Market for the ECE Field
Regarding the issues, problems and barriers categorized into the theme of Low
Paying Job Market for the ECE Field, the ECE experts’ recommended viable solutions
including:
1. Start at the federal and state levels;
2. Utilize resources like Center for the Study of Child Care (U.C. Berkeley) to show
the importance of a well-trained and well-paid ECE staff;
3. Implement a statewide standard pay scale;
4. Raise the pay for early childhood practitioners by linking ECE with public
education;
5. Acknowledge why ECE is low paying—no federal subsidy and the lack of
understanding that ECE teachers do need higher education;
6. Implement a federal funding formula like K-12;
7. Obtain state legislative support and leadership from the state chancellor’s office to
increase salaries;
8. Raise the educational requirements for preschool teachers;
9. Continue public relations advocacy efforts;
10. Highlight the career ladder of higher paying positions making $60,000 to
$145,000;
11. Emphasize how current ECE practitioners are aging and will soon be retiring
creating a shortage in the field for ECE people with higher degrees;
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12. Survey other lab schools and using the data collected to increase salaries for lab
school staff;
13. Obtain college financial support to offer higher pay;
14. Implement federal funding formula like K-12; and
15. Become articulate about what ECE does and how ECE contributes to the
foundation of learning for life.
The Challenge of Offering Infant/Toddler programs
Regarding the issues, problems and barriers categorized into the theme of the
challenge of offering infant/toddler programs the ECE experts’ recommended viable
solutions including:
1. Develop strategies to bring infant/toddler programs back into the labs by
collaborating with local First Five California, county office of education resource
and referral services, local planning councils, and seeking grants to assist with
financing.
2. Promote the California Department of Education Early Education Support
Division to reimburse infant/toddler care at the true cost of care;
3. Advocate for a significant investment from the state in infant/toddler care and
education to make a realistic reimbursement rate for children of this age;
4. Expand infant/toddler spaces due to demand;
5. Establish state designation of lab schools and state guidelines for lab schools and
infant/toddler programs to be funded; and
6. Use infant/toddler programs in the community since not all college lab schools
can afford to offer them.
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Increase of Transitional-Kindergarten (TK)
Regarding the issues, problems and barriers categorized into the theme of
increase of transitional-kindergarten (TK) classrooms affecting the enrollment of fouryear-olds in child development labs, the ECE experts’ recommended viable solutions
including:
1. Continue advocacy and education efforts to state policymakers as a solution for
California TK;
2. Work with local school districts to make sure that the TK programs that do exist
are developmentally appropriate;
3. Advocate for stricter, more appropriate regulations for the children participating
in TK;
4. Collaborate closely with TK programs in elementary schools to be sure that
children who are not ready for TK “are urged to stay in early childhood/preschool
programs;”
5. Use state preschools as a site where early childhood education students (including
TK teachers) can meet their “supervised field experience” requirement for the
California Child Development Permit.
6. Community colleges should be identified as Local Education Agencies for the
purpose of TK and be allowed to provide TK services for children and receive
ADA for that work;
7. Investigate having a TK classroom at the lab school;
8. Seek funding for the TK program so the lab school could model an appropriate
“constructivist approach;”
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9. Implement partnerships with school districts for developing statewide charters for
transitional-kindergarten;
10. Incorporate coursework to meet the state TK focus and workforce potential for the
ECE students;
11. Advocate TK practicum course be offered at lab and off campus sites; and
12. Change the structure of laboratory school by increasing enrollment in a toddler
program.
Unexpected findings
An unexpected finding from this study on California community colleges child
development laboratory schools was the lack of leadership from the California
Community College Chancellor’s office. Multiple ECE experts mentioned how the
CCCCO needs to recognize the role that lab schools play toward the education of
California community college students’ pursuing a career in the field of ECE. The state
chancellor’s office could ease the issues, problems and barriers faced by the ECE
laboratory school by legitimizing the important mission the lab school fulfills in hands-on
teacher-training, studying, and researching young children.
Conclusions
"It is easy to be tolerant of the principles of other people if you have none of your own."
-Herbert Samuel
The following conclusions emerged from the findings of this investigation of
California community colleges child development laboratory schools. The recognition
and importance of high quality ECE has been affirmed throughout the literature (Camilli
et al., 2010; Yoshikawa et al., 2013). The positive effects of high quality early childhood
education and care programs have demonstrated increasing language, literacy, early math
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skills, social outcomes, emotional outcomes, and improving health for young children
(Barnett, 2013b). Metanalyses have estimated that taxpayers receive a return of seven
dollars for every dollar spent investing in ECE (Heckman, 2012; Yoshikawa et al., 2013).
There are increasing national and state expectancies placed on early childhood care and
education programs for high quality ECE programs in order for the children to receive the
positive effects. High quality is linked to specialized education in early childhood
education and care (Whitebook, 2014).
California community colleges are the primary source for preparing the ECE
workforce. The California child development lab schools’ mission is to prepare ECE
practitioners, provide a laboratory where college students can study and research child
development/education, and offer a service to children and families (Cassidy and
Sanders, 2001; McBride, 1996; McMullen & Lash, 2012). The lab schools’ link theoryto-practice utilizing consistent pedagogy that reflects current research (Arnold-Grine,
2007; McMullen & Lash, 2012). The lab schools are also designed to accommodate
college students without disrupting children’s activities.
In reviewing the research literature, there are many benefits that are derived from
laboratory schools to the college students, college parents, higher education institutions,
lab school personnel, and the community.
The nationwide literature reveals that lab schools face barriers of lack of funding,
competing missions, criticism of laboratory schools, marginalization of ECE profession,
low education levels, low wages, high staff turnover, and long work hours. The ECE
experts in this investigation affirmed the national trends are indeed experienced by
California child development lab schools as well.
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Survival strategies for laboratory schools offered in the literature included
adherence to the tripartite mission, strong laboratory and academic department
collaboration, flexibility with the changing times, and advocacy at the local, state, and
national levels. The ECE experts cited these strategies as well as formulated strategies
specific to California lab schools.
The California community child development lab schools have faced issues,
problems and barriers resulting in the closures of classrooms and laboratory schools. It is
ironic that child development lab schools are struggling to survive at the same time that
the literature is rich with validation regarding the importance and value of ECE.
In this Delphi study, the ECE experts generated a list of multiple issues, problems
and barriers facing California community child development laboratory schools. The
experts rated the issues problems and barriers as very important or important. The ECE
experts made recommendations of solutions for lab schools based on the highly rated
issues, problems and barriers. The proposed solutions endorsed were intended to contest
the issues, problems and barriers and promote viability.
In this investigation, the ideas generated by the experts offer California
community colleges child development labs schools viability, strategies, and support
tripartite mission of the ECE academic programs by continuing teacher preparation
activities, studying and researching child development/education, and providing a service
to children and families of the community.
There are five potential benefits for laboratory schools from the data gathered
including: (1) providing rationale for policy construction regarding statewide community
college lab programs; (2) deciphering the most pressing problems and barriers that
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California community college child development laboratories are facing; (3) soliciting
solutions to maintain viability for child development lab programs; (4) contributing to the
development of statewide recognition and possibly legislation on funding sources for
California community college child development laboratories; and (5) ensuring the
survival of California community college child development laboratory schools.
Value and Importance of ECE Programs
In looking for viable solutions for ECE programs, one expert offered a poignant
socio-cultural opinion stating, “attitudes and understanding about Early Childhood are
largely determined by how one is raised and the communicated value of parenting and
children.” How administrators were raised and socialized to the needs of children could
be an answer to why some programs receive more assistance than others from local
leaders. Our society viewing early childhood with little or no value is still influential in
making policy and funding choices (File, 2012; Whitebook, 2014). Although more
attention is being paid to ECE, ECE has yet to fully realize the outcomes offered by high
quality programs for young children.
The data revealed the higher rated problems were external factors and more
challenging to control than the lower rated internal factors. ECE experts rated more
highly barriers of factors outside the purview of ECE programs’ external control. The
external factors of colleges/districts not understanding the philosophical value and
importance of early care and education, not supporting the ECE programs and laboratory
schools, not housing the academic program in the same administrative unit as the lab
school, and not providing financial resources are external factors that are outside the
control of the ECE leaders and therefore possibly more challenging to overcome.
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Conversely, the experts rated lower in importance internal factors within the
control of the local lab school programs. For example, lab schools needing to adjust
operation hours or obtain NAEYC accreditation is in the control of the lab schools and
rated lower in importance.
Assistance from California State Leaders
The ECE experts recommended countering the philosophical external forces by
suggesting the state chancellor’s office assert more authority by recognizing child
development laboratories as educational labs. “Having an official designation of lab
school would help legitimize the programs as well as specific funding from the state to
help colleges support these programs,” according to one expert. The CCCCO recognition
would combat the philosophical barriers that laboratory schools are not valuable or
important to the ECE students, the college student body, and the community. Statewide
legislation and local advocacy efforts were also widely championed by the experts as
more ways to contest the lack of recognition, lack of resources, and lack of support for
ECE programs.
More than Child Care
A concern of the ECE experts was also raised that lab schools are being viewed
exclusively as child care. College administrators and state policymakers will not
understand the role lab schools serve on behalf of the academic program if considered
“child care.” Caring for young children—child care—is only a portion of the tripartite
mission of ECE laboratory schools including (1) teacher preparation; (2) study and
research of child development/education; and (3) service to children and families
(Cassidy and Sanders, 2001; McBride, 1996; McMullen & Lash, 2012). ECE scholars
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have warned that the three missions are indivisibly linked to one another (Clawson,
2003), and if separated, may fragment the purposes of the lab school (McBride, 1996;
Wright, 2003). In some California community colleges, the lab schools three-part
mission has not been supported resulting in the lack of understanding, lack of support,
lack of financial assistance, and even the closure of classrooms and laboratory schools
(CCCECE, 2014).
Implications for Action
“The time is always right to do what is right.” -Martin Luther King Jr.
Based on this study, the implications for practice, decision-making, and action are as
detailed for California community college child development lab schools.
Respond to Issues, Problems and Barriers
California community college child development laboratory schools must
continue flexibility in responding to recurring and new challenges. ECE programs on
California community colleges should develop systematic statewide approaches that have
been effective for successful lab schools. Statewide the child development labs could use
well-established policies and standards to strengthen lab schools that are struggling
against the burdens facing California community college child development lab schools.
Adherence to the Mission
It’s important in times of economic scarcity to establish the value and role of child
development laboratories rather than have the labs marginalized as a secondary service
on campus as “only child care” (Myers, 2009). The three-part mission should inform the
policies and procedures of the ECE program. The lab school needs to ensure that theory
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and best practices that are taught in the college classroom are transferred to the best
practices modeled for the community college students.
Lab schools must be more than “child care” programs and must be connected to
the ECE academic program. If lab programs are housed outside of the academic
program, its mission could be reduced to child-care-only standing and lose the
opportunity of teacher-training, modeling best practices, and research into child
development.
Programs not congruent with the academic program need college leadership to
support the three-part mission of lab schools in full support of the college students. A
hierarchal order establishing the ECE faculty’s authority would help to solidify that
theory and best practices that are taught in the college classrooms are transferred to the
lab to model for the college students.
Activism Campaign
Advocacy efforts for ECE recognition and public resources are essential for
laboratory schools to be viable. However, advocacy might not be sufficient given the low
status that society places on the early education and care workforce. Perhaps increasing
“advocacy” efforts to more intensive “activism” might provide traction for laboratory
schools.
Presentations should be given to board of trustees, state bodies of policymakers,
and local community college administrators to further explain the role of lab schools.
More advocacy efforts include formulating brochures, publishing gray literature,
producing videos enumerating the benefits of ECE would help a public relations
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campaign. Outreach to decision makers must be ongoing to support the ECE workforce
in California.
Long Term Secured Funding
State leaders and early childhood educators need to identify federal, state, and
local funding sources to provide resources to support the ECE laboratory schools. Longterm funding streams need to be secured for laboratory schools to meet the expectations
of educating high quality ECE practitioners. Short-lived funding sources serve as BandAids for labs but do not provide the assurance needed for college administrators and ECE
leaders to combat the ongoing issues, problems and barriers—many of which listed by
the ECE are financially based. Statewide infrastructure components must be altered to
secure funding sources from the public sector to address the financial need of lab schools.
We can’t strengthen early childhood profession development and effective teaching to
improve child outcomes until the funding streams are secure.
ECE lab schools have higher costs due to the teacher-training component of the
lab mission where students can study and research child development theory. Lab
schools must have high quality staff (master teachers) and a model program that
demonstrates best practices. If lab schools are not funded adequately, the lab will not
achieve the tripartite mission of child development laboratory schools.
The California Department of Education is not reasonably funding the subsidized
slots of the children attending community college laboratory schools. The laboratory
school is the primary site where the regional ECE practitioners are being trained and yet
are forced to operate on an inadequate reimbursement.
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ECE college students need to study all ages of children yet the funding is not
sufficient for lab programs offering infant/toddler classrooms. The lack of funding also
funnels downward to inadequate support for in-service training and worthy wages for
master teachers as they spend time coaching the practicum students. The right balance
needs to be accommodated for ECE labs of offer infant/toddler programs. Due to the
high costs of infant/toddler programs, subsidized spots from the California Department of
Education needs to reimburse at a higher level.
With stabilized funding for the ECE laboratory schools, high staff turnover rates
could be lessened and ECE practitioners could earn salaries commensurate with the
complexity and specialized training required. Lab schools are the foremost teachertraining institutions so adequate funding must be allocated to support the laboratory
schools.
Statewide Policy Construction
Statewide policy needs to be constructed regarding California community college
child development lab programs. The information obtained from this study could
contribute to the development of statewide recognition from the California Community
College Chancellor’s office (CCCCO) and the California Department of Education
(CDE). Possible legislation on funding sources for California community college child
development laboratories need to be identified. ECE leaders need to garner support from
funders and policymakers to build policies that secure high quality laboratory schools.
In contemplating the data obtained from this study, it is becoming more apparent
that ECE leaders across the state need to collaborate together to address the serious
issues, problems and barriers facing California community colleges child development

137

	
  

laboratory schools. The researcher suggests a California Accreditation of Community
Colleges Child Development Laboratory Schools be instituted. Creating an accreditation
body including policies and procedures would incorporate the findings of this
investigation. The benefits of instituting an accreditation system include: (1) creating an
impetus for State leadership (e.g. CCCCO, CDE) to officially recognize child
development lab schools; (2) a definition to quality lab school quality practices and
environment; (3) motivation to align lab school practices with ECE department
philosophy; (4) an opportunity lab schools to be recognized for the valuable role they
play and worthy outcomes produced; (5) an occasion to receive accreditation status to be
celebrated by college board of trustees, college administrators, and local regional leaders;
(6) empowerment for lab schools to obtain local educational agency (LEA) status for TK
programs; (7) a stimulus for funding by the CCCCO, CDE, or local colleges; (8) leverage
to establish state standards for staffing and qualifications; and (9) a California initiative
instituted by ECE experts, state leaders, and faculty that institutes standards for
developmentally appropriate practices, policies, and regulations for California
community colleges child development laboratory schools.
Increase Wages
The riptide undercurrent in ECE continues to be the poverty wages paid to ECE
practitioners in the field. The practitioners will not obtain the recognition they deserve
until their wages rise above poverty levels. With higher pressure and more responsibility
placed on ECE teachers, the average wages do not commensurate with the
responsibilities and educational requirements for practitioners. With the low paying field
of ECE, the ECE program is easily dismissed as a viable career choice. The ECE
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graduates are essentially invisible to college administrators who praise career and
technology programs that have higher wages for graduates.
Comparing ECE graduates earning a two-year community college degree to
registered nursing students’ earning a two-year degree, nursing graduates earn a starting
median salary of $75,985 whereas ECE graduates earn $21,844 (CCCCO, 2014c). The
low wages serve as a deterrent to college administrators; college leaders are resistant to
support programs that will not provide a sustainable income for graduates. The undertow
of poverty wages serves as a daunting issue that is drowning many ECE practitioners who
cannot provide for their families on the low wages they earn. The state has recognized
the barrier of low wages and has instituted programs such as CARES Plus stipends and
Child Development Training Consortium stipends for ECE practitioners to receive extra
funds from the state, however, the additional stipends and programs are hidden to college
administrators and prospective ECE practitioners and do not augment ECE salaries above
poverty levels.
Update California Child Development Permit Matrix
The ECE community needs to work toward a well-defined and aligned ECE
career pathway. The current California Child Development Permit Matrix needs to be
updated to incorporate higher levels of education. Competencies and credentials need to
be incorporated into the proposed ECE credential to encompass California ECE
workforce requirements.
The proposed ECE credential should not just promote further degree attainment as
a strategy but give attention to students with the needed specialized education of skills to
work effectively in the ECE settings.
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Recommendations for Further Research
1. An investigation could follow this research delving into the barrier of sexism in the
field of early childhood care and education as a feminist inquiry. Further exploring
the problems and barriers facing ECE not only as a child development laboratory
issue, but also as an issue of subjugation facing women and children.
2. A study should be conducted on the ECE experts’ recommendations and strategies in
this study offered to promote viability if implemented by the California community
colleges child development laboratory schools.
3. Research is needed to explore the components needed for policy construction to
develop California Community College Child Development Laboratory Schools
Accreditation including strategies, guidelines, procedures and implementation
processes.
4. Follow up studies on student graduates that have entered the ECE field to ascertain
the key role that the lab school played in the practitioners’ experience and education
would provide more empirical evidence to the importance of child development
laboratory schools.
5. Now that California Transitional-Kindergarten is being funded by the CDE, a
comparative study of teachers who possess multiple subject teaching credentials
compared to teachers who have received specialized early childhood care education
would be informative to the ECE field and K-12 school districts.
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Concluding Remarks and Reflections
“Viability is the ability of a thing (a living organism, an artificial system, an idea,
etc.) to maintain itself or recover its potentialities” (Wikipedia, 2014, p. 1).
The lack of support, funding, and perception that lab schools are not as valuable
or important as other labs on campuses has led to the closures of classrooms and lab
schools throughout the state of California. Even if ECE programs are controlling for
high-quality standards in their lab schools, meeting the college student learning
outcomes, demonstrating a model program for the students and the community, ECE
leaders are not able to control philosophical constructs of college administrators and state
leaders. The influences of those “thoughts” have had a dangerous effect on the field of
early care and education. The negative views on ECE that are politically and socially
“philosophically-based ” have had an impact on child development lab school support
and funding.
Reflecting on the issues, problems, and barriers generated by the ECE experts and
incorporating the experts’ recommended solutions to promote lab school viability will
hopefully result more understanding, more support, and more financial assistance for the
lab schools. The tripartite mission for California community colleges child development
laboratory schools could be fulfilled if ECE leaders can integrate the suggested strategies
and solutions into their laboratory schools. One expert emailed the researcher avowing,
“The stability of lab schools is crucial for the field.” It will take a comprehensive
infrastructure approach of government, policymakers, and community college leaders to
truly embrace the valuable role that California community college child development lab
schools play in the preparing the ECE workforce in the critically important field of early
care and education of young children.
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Proposing a California Community College Child Development Laboratory
School Accreditation system would be a bold strategy to support the worthy work that
community colleges lab schools accomplish and increase the quality of care and
education for young children in California.
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Appendix A2
Participant Request Letter
August 15, 2014
Dear Prospective Study Participant,
Early childhood care and education (ECE) programs on community colleges are
increasingly pressured to respond to recurring and new challenges. In times of economic
scarcity, external forces often question the value of child development laboratories. In
recent regional and statewide meetings, ECE faculty have been searching for what
solutions community college child development programs are undertaking to promote
laboratory school viability.
I am conducting a Delphi study regarding California community college child
development lab schools. In order to establish the issues, problems, barriers, and
solutions, an expert panel of early childhood professionals will be asked three research
questions:
1. According to a panel of experts, what are the most pressing issues,
problems and barriers facing California child development labs?
2. How do the experts rate the importance of the issues, problems, and
barriers identified in Research Question 1?
3. For the most highly rated issues, problems, and barriers identified in
Research Question 2, what are the experts’ recommendations for the most
viable solutions to help California Child Development Labs maintain
viability?
The answers to these questions will be important to early childhood faculty,
community college leaders, ECE practitioners, ECE advocates, and the ECE community
at large. The information from this study has four potential benefits: (1) the data could
provide guidelines for policy construction regarding statewide community college lab
programs; (2) the study could provide a systematic method for deciphering the most
pressing problems and barriers that California community college child development
laboratories are facing; (3) the results could provide solutions to maintain viability for
child development lab programs; and (4) the information obtained from this study could
contribute to the development of statewide recognition and possibly legislation on
funding sources for California community college child development laboratories.
The Delphi method is selected for this study because of its advantages in enabling
a group of expert participants to be consulted but who are dispersed geographically
throughout the state of California. The Delphi method will also provide participants
with anonymity, even standing, and equal opportunity to contribute.
Individual responses will remain confidential and results will be reported
anonymously to protect the rights of the expert panelists. All correspondence between
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the researcher and the experts will be done electronically through a secure web page and
email. At the conclusion of the study the panelists will receive the results of the data
gathered.
I am asking you to serve as an expert in this study on California community
college child development laboratory schools. An expert may be defined as someone
with extensive knowledge, skill, and ability to judge rightly and wisely in a particular
area of study. In this study, prospective panelists are identified as experts by meeting as
least one of the following criteria:
1. Five or more years in a leadership role in a California child development
laboratory.
2. A senior faculty member at a California community college that has/had a
child development laboratory within the last five years.
3. Researchers/authors identified as publishing two or more articles within the
past five years regarding the field of early care and education.
4. ECE participants within the past five years in California organizations,
industry committees, and/or panels.
5. All panelists must be willing to participate through the full study and commit
to the Delphi research methodology.
Your expertise regarding California community college laboratory schools will
provide valuable information for this study. There will be three rounds of questionnaires
that will take place entirely on the Internet. For each round, specific instructions will be
given to collect data.
Each round of the study will take up to one week for experts to submit their
answers. The amount of time for completion of each round will vary between panelists
but should range from approximately 30 to 45 minutes. There are no right and wrong
answers to the questions; this research is seeking your expert opinion. Results will be
made available to the expert panelists at the conclusion of the study.
The timeline of the study is as follows:
Round
One
Two
Three

Start Date
End Date
Friday, September 26, 2014 Friday, October 3, 2014
Friday, October 3, 2014
Friday, October 10, 2014
Friday, October 10, 2014
Friday, October 17, 2014

Enclosed are an Informed Consent Form Waiver and Research Participant Bill of
Rights if you agree to participate in this study. No signature is required if you agree to
participate in this study. If you consent to participating in this study, please reply with an
email confirming your acceptance to contribute.
I sincerely hope you will consider sharing your expertise on California child
development laboratory schools. If you have any questions, please e-mail:
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shari.yates@rcc.edu or call (951) 237-0619.
Respectfully,
Shari Yates, Doctoral Candidate
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Appendix A3
Brandman University Informed Consent Waiver
BRANDMAN UNIVERSITY
16355 LAGUNA CANYON ROAD
IRVINE, CA 92618
TITLE OF STUDY: California Community Colleges Child Development Laboratory Schools

RESPONSIBLE INVESTIGATOR: Shari Yates, Doctoral Candidate
PURPOSE OF STUDY: The purpose of this study is to examine and rate the most pressing
issues, problems and barriers facing California child development labs programs, and what the
experts’ recommendations are for the most viable solutions to help California child development
laboratory programs maintain viability.
In participating in this study, I agree to participate as a Delphi study panel expert in three rounds
of research questions. Each round of the study will take up to one week for the experts to submit
their answers. The amount of time for completion of each round will vary between panelists but
should range from approximately 30 to 45 minutes.

In participating in this study I understand that:
a) There are no physical risks associated with participating in this study.
b) There are no benefits of this study to me outside of serving as an expert panelist and
possibly contributing to the field of early care and education.
c) Any questions I have concerning my participation in this study will be answered by Shari
Yates, Doctoral Candidate, at yate4401@mail.brandman.edu or (951) 237-0619.
d) I understand that I may refuse to participate or may withdraw from this study at any time
without any negative consequences. Also the investigator may stop the study at any time.
e) I also understand that no information that identifies me will be released without my
separate consent and that all identifiable information will be protected as the law allows.
f) If the study design or the use of the data is to be changed, I will be so informed and my
consent re-obtained.
g) I understand that if I have any questions, comments, or concerns about the study, or the
informed consent process, I may write or call the office of the Executive Vice-Chancellor
of Academic Affairs, Brandman University, 16355 Laguna Canyon Road, Irvine, CA,
92618, and/or call (949) 341-7641.

I acknowledge that I have received a copy of this form and the research participants Bill
of Rights.
I have read the above and understand it and hereby consent to the procedures set forth.
________________________
Signature of Research Participant
_________________________
Date Signed

_________________________
Signature of Principal Investigator
Brandman IRB August 2014
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Appendix B1
Round One Panelist Letter
Dear Expert Panelist,
Thank you so much for agreeing to be an expert panelist for my Delphi study. As
an expert in the field of early childhood care and education, your opinions will strengthen
this research on California community colleges child development laboratories. You will
participate with 15 other experts to identify the most pressing issues, problems and
barriers facing California child development labs programs, and what your
recommendations are for the most viable solutions to help California child development
laboratory programs maintain viability.
The Delphi method is selected for this study because of its advantages in enabling
a group of expert participants to be consulted but who are dispersed geographically
throughout the state of California. The Delphi method will also provide participants
with anonymity, even standing, and equal opportunity to contribute. Individual
responses will remain confidential and results will be reported anonymously to protect
the rights of panelists. At the conclusion of the study the expert panelists will receive the
results of the data gathered.
There will be three rounds of questionnaires regarding the research
questions. The experts’ commitment to finish all three rounds is important to the success
of this research. The projected timeline and approximate time of each round is:
Round One (September 26, 2014-October 3, 2014); Identifying the most pressing issues,
problems and barriers facing California child development labs programs (10-30 minutes)
Round Two (October 3, 2014-October 10, 2014); Rating of the most pressing issues,
problems and barriers facing California child development labs programs (10-20 minutes)
Round Three (October 10, 2014-October 17, 2014); For the most highly-rated issues,
problems, and barriers identified in Round Two, what recommendations do you suggest
are the most viable solutions to help California Child Development Labs maintain
viability? (10-45 minutes)
Respecting the busy schedule of the expert panelists, each round allows the
experts one week to complete the questionnaire. If you have any questions or need
clarification, please do not hesitate to email me at shari.yates@rcc.edu or call (951) 222237-0619.
Here is a link to the Round One survey:
https://surveymonkey.com/s.aspx?sm=VAwQNe0GAqbmW3gjerItwg_3d_3d
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This link is uniquely tied to this survey and your email address. Please do not forward
this message.
Thank you again for your participation.
Respectfully,
Shari Yates
Doctoral Candidate
Brandman University
(951) 237-0619

Please note: If you do not wish to receive further emails from me, please click the link
below, and you will be automatically removed from my mailing list.
https://surveymonkey.com/optout.aspx?sm=VAwQNe0GAqbmW3gjerItwg_3d_3d
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Appendix B2
Round One Survey

Round One Survey

  

*1. I agree to participate in the dissertation study on California community colleges child
development laboratory schools.
Yes,  I  agree
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Round One Survey

  

*2. In the space provided below, what are the most pressing issues, problems and

barriers facing California child development labs?
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Appendix B3
Round One Reminder Letter
Dear Expert Panelist,
Please don't forget to take the survey on CA Community Colleges Child Dev Lab
Schools. If you have already completed the Round one survey, thank you for your input
and please disregard this message.
This is just a reminder that the deadline for Round One is approaching (October 3rd). I
am resending the email dated September26th which includes the link to the survey and
necessary information for answering the Round One research question.
Thanks again for your participation in Round One. The Round Two survey will be
followed on October 3rd after Round One.
Here is a link to the survey:
https://surveymonkey.com/s.aspx?sm=VAwQNe0GAqbmW3gjerItwg_3d_3d
This link is uniquely tied to this survey and your email address. Please do not forward
this message.
Thanks for your participation!
Shari Yates
[Email that was previously sent:]
Dear Expert Panelist,
Thank you so much for agreeing to be an expert panelist for my Delphi study. As an
expert in the field of early childhood care and education, your opinion will strengthen this
research on California community colleges child development laboratories. You will
participate with 15 other experts to identify the most pressing issues, problems and
barriers facing California child development labs programs, and what your
recommendations are for the most viable solutions to help California child development
laboratory programs maintain viability.
The Delphi method is selected for this study because of its advantages in enabling a
group of expert participants to be consulted but who are dispersed geographically
throughout the state of California. The Delphi method will also provide participants
with anonymity, even standing, and equal opportunity to contribute. Individual
responses will remain confidential and results will be reported anonymously to protect
the rights of panelists. At the conclusion of the study the expert panelists will receive the
results of the data gathered.
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There will be three rounds of questionnaires regarding the research questions. The
experts’ commitment to finish all three rounds is important to the success of this
research. The projected timeline and approximate time of each round is:
Round One (September 26, 2014-October 3, 2014); Identifying the most pressing issues,
problems and barriers facing California child development labs programs (10-30 minutes)
Round Two (October 3, 2014-October 10, 2014); Rating of the most pressing issues,
problems and barriers facing California child development labs programs (10-20 minutes)
Round Three (October 10, 2014-October 17, 2014); For the most highly-rated issues,
problems, and barriers identified in Round Two, what recommendations do you suggest
are the most viable solutions to help California Child Development Labs maintain
viability? (10-45 minutes)
Respecting the busy schedule of the expert panelists, each round allows the experts one
week to complete the questionnaire. If you have any questions or need clarification,
please do not hesitate to email me at shari.yates@rcc.edu or call (951) 222-8903 or (951)
237-0619.
Thank you again for your participation.
Respectfully,
Shari Yates
Doctoral Candidate
Brandman University
(951) 237-0619
Please note: If you do not wish to receive further emails from me, please click the link
below, and you will be automatically removed from my mailing list.
https://surveymonkey.com/optout.aspx?sm=VAwQNe0GAqbmW3gjerItwg_3d_3d
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Appendix B4
Round One ECE Expert Responses
1. Lack of funding.
2. Lack of understanding about the need for lab schools which demonstrate best practices.
The blurring of lines between campus child care and campus child development labs
3. Funding, including loss of financial support from the campus/district as well as state
funding.
4. With the cost of I/T programs so much higher, many colleges have had to close
programs for these younger children. This limits the lab opportunities for our students.
5. Money for new buildings. Barriers colleges and districts not understanding the
importance of young children in a low paying field
6. Budget, funding and support.
7. The colleges not seeing us as labs and not funding us as that.
8. Cost and lack of funding formula from the Chancellor's office to support these labs.
9. The most pressing issues for California Child Development Lab Schools are: College
Administration viewing them as "free child care for students" thus not being outwardly
supportive of programs for children or students using them for their own studies, or
faculty research projects.
10. Lack of financial support to maintain quality teaching staff at master teacher level or
above,
11. Lack of funding to provide support in-service training to staff working with adult
learners, to build overall mentoring skills, reflective practice knowledge, to keep up on
current trends, quality practices.
12. Lack of funds to offer services at varying hours for all students, to offer infant care,
and to provide for a quality program overall.
13. Lack of a state expectation, plan and support of need for NAEYC Accreditation
status for all lab schools.
14. Lack of state standards for staffing of lab schools, definitions of what constitutes a
Quality environment and expectations of quality practices, staffing and qualifications for
director/manager.
15. Finally there is sometimes a disconnect between faculty and managerial staff at lab
school- it seems as if there are competing goals one side is supportive of students
completing practicum, the other supportive of children- where both should be in support
of both goals. Perhaps there is a model where the director is faculty instead of a
manager- so that all ECE faculty have a say in program policies and procedures,
orientation practices, staffing and child classroom assignments, hiring practices, student
assignments, etc.
16. Lack of an adequate, stable funding mechanism.
17. A clear understanding among administrators, faculty and boards of the critical
importance of childcare to student parents.
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18. An understanding among administrators that the "lab" school is as central to the
study of child development/ECE as a lab is to biology, chemistry, or language classes is
to those disciplines.
19. Quality standards at the lab school.
20. Lack of secure funding. One of the results of the funding challenges is that there is
no designated time for teachers in lab classrooms to meet with ECE students
21. Funding for lab schools.
22. If the lab school is state funded, the state of CA reimburses the center the same as it
does for ALL funded centers.
23. Lab schools are teacher-training facilities. We do our best to have the best of the
best at these sites. It costs more to run a center on a college campus.
24. Another issue is that the general college campus doesn't always see the value in
having a lab school.
25. There are high costs in operating a high quality lab school, and not all colleges see
the value in this for the students and community.
26. The Labs affiliated with the Community Colleges are not congruent with the early
educational philosophies in the Child Development courses.
27. Status - there is no official designation for lab schools, nor requirements so colleges
have to define them on their own.
28. We were told by the chancellor that we are not in the business of child care so the lab
school was unnecessary for our program.
29. It has been cut significantly and every year is at risk of being closed.
30. Connection to academic programs - since the lab schools operate as separate entities
in my college/district we develop our yearly plans and program reviews separately which
means we are not able to support each other. We do not have a way to support the lab
school in our own reports since we are separate entities.
31. Funding - because of the previous concerns, our center does not receive general
funds from the college/district and is required to fund itself based on parent/student fees.
32. We had to close the infant program because it was too expensive and didn't pay for
itself. For our small, rural community this was a huge loss since infant care is limited in
our communities.
33. Administration - the CDC at our college/district does not seem to 'fit' anywhere and
is currently under the counseling department - again, separated from the academic
program/department. This means we have different administrators in charge of our
programs and neither understands the demands of the other. The CDC is a bit of a 'step
child' in that we aren't able to get it to be identified as fitting with our program especially since it is also administered on a district level and has a district coordinator
located in Bakersfield - 2 hours away from our site and unfamiliar with the concerns of
small, rural programs.
34. Instead of having a program director at the center, the director position is at the
district level and we have a 'program manager'.
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35. Staff pay/union - since our staff are labeled as classified staff, they are unionized
which requires higher pay, medical benefits, and other requirements. While it is great that
the staff are paid better than average in the field, it also affects the funding of the program
and the change to being unionized increased the expenses of the program so that we can
only support 4 teachers now.
36. How will the increase of TK classrooms effect the enrollment of 4 year olds in child
development labs?
37. The commitment of college administration towards the importance of child
development labs and their connection to child development departments.
38. Our center has been waiting for over 15 years for the state to allocate funds to build a
permanent center on our campus.
39. Funding sources often require policies, curriculum, assessment tools that are not
aligned with the philosophy of the CD lab or the CD department.
40. Since the lab is housed in student services, it is not set up systemically for the
academic program or the students’ convenience.
41. Faculty are not on lab teacher hiring committees
42. Lead teachers spending much time with DRDPs that the least qualified teachers are
with the children
43. High-turnover in staffing (serious concern for child attachment/bonding)
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Appendix C1
Round Two Panelist Letter
Dear Expert Panelist,
In the first round you answered the question of “What are the most pressing issues,
problems and barriers facing California community colleges child development
laboratories?”
In the Round Two survey, experts are asked to rate the importance of the Round One
cumulative responses on a 5-point Likert scale. The range of rating the items on the
Likert scale will be from 1 to 5. The experts will rate the most pressing issues, problems
and barriers with the following criteria: very important =1; important = 2; neither
important nor unimportant= 3; unimportant = 4; and very unimportant =5.
The researcher will then analyze and rate the degree of importance of the identified
pressing issues, problems and barriers facing California child development laboratory
schools.
With respect to your demanding schedule, you will have up to one week to complete the
survey. Please respond before October 10, 2014. If you have any difficulty in
completing the survey, please feel free to contact me immediately at (951) 237-0619
(cell); (951) 222-8903 (work); or email me at: shari.yates@rcc.edu.
Here is a link to the survey:
https://surveymonkey.com/s.aspx?sm=pLV6wWRI5FxQo0DDhEJoRA_3d_3d
This link is uniquely tied to this survey and your email address. Please do not forward
this message.
Thanks for your participation!
Respectfully,
Shari Yates, Doctoral Candidate
Please note: If you do not wish to receive further emails from me, please click the link
below, and you will be automatically removed from my mailing list.
https://surveymonkey.com/optout.aspx?sm=pLV6wWRI5FxQo0DDhEJoRA_3d_3d
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Appendix C2
Round Two Survey

Round Two Survey

  

1. In the Round Two survey, experts are asked to rate the importance of the Round One
cumulative responses on a 5-point Likert scale. The range of rating the items on the Likert
scale will be from 1 to 5. The experts will rate the most pressing issues, problems and
barriers with the following criteria: very important =1;; important = 2;; neither important nor
unimportant= 3;; unimportant = 4;; and very unimportant =5.
very  important

neither  important  nor  

important

unimportant

ECE  faculty  not  having  a  
role  in  the  lab  program  
regarding  policies,  
procedures,  practices,  
staffing,  children  classroom  
assignments,  hiring,  and  
student  assignments
Disconnect  between  ECE  
faculty  and  managerial  staff  
at  lab  school
Lack  of  state  standards  for  
staffing  of  lab  schools
Lack  of  definitions  of  what  
constitutes  a  quality  
environment  and  
expectations  of  quality  
practices
Lack  of  state  standards  for  
staffing  and  qualifications  
for  director/manager
Lack  of  funds  to  provide  a  
high-quality  lab  program
No  state  expectation  
requiring  NAEYC  
accreditation  status  for  all  
lab  schools
Lack  of  funds  to  offer  lab  
services  at  varying  hours  for  
all  students
Lack  of  financial  support  to  
maintain  high-quality  
teaching  staff  at  master  
teacher  level  or  above
Lack  of  funding  for  in-
service  staff  training  
regarding  mentoring,  
reflective  practice,  current  
trends,  and  best  practices
College/Districts  viewing  
lab  schools  as  "free  child  
care  for  students"  but  failing  
to  see  the  importance  of  
lab  schools  for  children,  
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college  students,  and  
faculty  research
Colleges/Districts  not  
viewing  lab  schools  
comparably  to  other  student  
laboratories  on  campus.  
The  Lab  school  not  
perceived  as  crucial  to  the  
child  development/ECE  
student  as  a  lab  is  to  
biology,  chemistry,  
cosmetology,  or  language  
laboratories
Colleges/Districts  not  
supporting  the  ECE  
program
Colleges/Districts  not  seeing  
the  value  of  ECE  lab  
schools  for  the  students  and  
community
Low  paying  job  market  for  
ECE  field
Colleges/Districts  not  
understanding  the  
importance  of  ECE
Lack  of  resources  for  new  
buildings
Limited  infant/toddler  lab  
school  practicum  
opportunities
Infant/toddler  programs  too  
expensive  to  incorporate  
into  the  lab  school
No  state  funding  formula  
from  Chancellor's  office  to  
support  ECE  lab  schools
Loss  of  financial  support  
from  campus/district
Lack  of  secure  funding
Lack  of  a  clear  
understanding  among  
administrators,  campus  
faculty,  and  board  of  
trustees  of  the  critical  
importance  of  childcare  to  
college  student  parents
Lack  of  quality  standards  at  
the  lab  school
No  “funded”  designated  
time  for  teachers  in  lab  
classrooms  to  meet  with  
ECE  students
If  the  lab  school  is  state  
funded,  the  state  of  CA  
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reimburses  the  center  the  
same  as  it  does  for  ALL  
funded  centers  not  taking  
into  consideration  that  lab  
schools  are  teacher–
training  facilities
Higher  costs  associated  in  
operating  a  high-quality  lab  
school
Lab  schools  are  not  
congruent  with  the  early  
educational  philosophies  in  
the  ECE/child  development  
courses
There  are  no  official  
designation  or  requirements  
for  lab  schools,  so  colleges  
have  to  define  them  on  
their  own
ECE  programs  being  told  
we  are  not  “in  the  business  
of  providing  child  care”  so  
the  lab  school  is  
unnecessary  for  ECE  
program
Danger  of  losing  the  lab  
after  severe  cutbacks  every  
year
Lab  schools  as  separate  
entities  than  academic  
programs  (yearly  plans  and  
program  reviews  not  
supporting  each  other)
Inability  to  provide  high-
quality  lab  school  based  
solely  on  parent/student  
fees
Lab  school  housed  in  
separate  college  
department  from  the  ECE  
academic  
program/department  
resulting  in  different  
administrators  not  
understanding  the  needs  of  
the  academic  program  and  
lab  school
Lab  teachers  are  in  the  
classified  staff  union  
requiring  higher  pay,  
medical  benefits,  and  other  
requirements  affecting  the  
lab  school  funding
Increase  of  transitional-
kindergarten  classrooms  
affecting  the  enrollment  of  
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4-year  olds  in  child  
development  labs
Funding  sources  often  
require  policies,  curriculum,  
assessment  tools  that  are  
not  aligned  with  the  
philosophy  of  the  CD  lab  or  
the  CD  department
Lack  of  understanding  
about  the  need  for  lab  
schools  that  demonstrate  
best  practices  to  ECE  
students  and  the  
community
The  blurring  of  lines  
between  campus  childcare  
and  campus  child  
development  labs
Faculty  are  not  on  lab  
teacher  hiring  committees
Lead  teachers  spending  so  
much  time  with  the  DRDPs  
that  the  least  qualified  
teachers  are  with  the  
children
High-turnover  in  staffing  
(serious  concern  for  child  
attachment/bonding)
Other  (please  specify)  
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Appendix C3
Round Two Reminder

Dear Expert Panelist,
Reminder to please complete the survey regarding CA Community Colleges Child
Development Lab Schools. If you have already taken the survey, please disregard this
message.
Email previously sent:
In the first round you answered the question of “What are the most pressing issues,
problems and barriers facing California community colleges child development
laboratories?”
In the Round Two survey, experts are asked to rate the importance of the Round One
cumulative responses on a 5-point Likert scale. The range of rating the items on the
Likert scale will be from 1 to 5. The experts will rate the most pressing issues, problems
and barriers with the following criteria: very important =1; important = 2; neither
important nor unimportant= 3; unimportant = 4; and very unimportant =5.
The researcher will then analyze and rate the degree of importance of the identified
pressing issues, problems and barriers facing California child development laboratory
schools.
With respect to your demanding schedule, you will have up to one week to complete the
survey. Please respond before October 10, 2014. If you have any difficulty in
completing the survey, please feel free to contact me immediately at (951) 237-0619
(cell); (951) 222-8903 (work); or email me at: shari.yates@rcc.edu.
Here is a link to the survey:
https://surveymonkey.com/s.aspx?sm=pLV6wWRI5FxQo0DDhEJoRA_3d_3d
This link is uniquely tied to this survey and your email address. Please do not forward
this message.
Thanks for your participation!
Respectfully,
Shari Yates, Doctoral Candidate
Please note: If you do not wish to receive further emails from me, please click the link
below, and you will be automatically removed from my mailing list.
https://surveymonkey.com/optout.aspx?sm=pLV6wWRI5FxQo0DDhEJoRA_3d_3d
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Appendix C4
Round Two Responses
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Appendix D1
Round Three Panelist Letter
Dear Expert Panelist,
For Round Three survey, based on the most highly rated issues, problems, and barriers
identified in Round Two, what recommendations do you suggest are the most viable
solutions to help California Community Colleges Child Development Labs maintain
viability?
Your input will be valuable to the programs across California seeking solutions for child
development lab schools.
The Round Three survey is attached. Please respond before October 17th.
After completing the Round Three survey, your role in this research study is
fulfilled. Thank you once again for your participation and input. You will receive a full
summary of the research when completed. Please feel free to contact me, Shari Yates,
with any questions or concerns by calling (951) 222-8903 or (951) 237-0619 and/or
emailing shari.yates@rcc.edu.
Here is a link to the survey:
https://surveymonkey.com/s.aspx?sm=2mh1yrNsGZpRXjUsqLQlQQ_3d_3d
This link is uniquely tied to this survey and your email address. Please do not forward
this message.
Respectfully and gratefully,
Shari Yates
Thanks for your participation!
Please note: If you do not wish to receive further emails from me, please click the link
below, and you will be automatically removed from my mailing list.
https://surveymonkey.com/optout.aspx?sm=2mh1yrNsGZpRXjUsqLQlQQ_3d_3d
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Appendix D2
Round Three Survey

Round Three Survey

  

Round  Three  Survey  Instructions  
  
For  the  last  round  of  this  survey,  based  on  the  most  highly  rated  issues,  problems,  and  barriers  identified  in  Round  Two,  
what  recommendations  do  you  suggest  are  the  most  viable  solutions  to  help  California  Community  Colleges  Child  
Development  Labs  maintain  viability?    
  
I  have  sorted  the  highest  rated  responses  into  six  primary  themes  that  emerged  from  the  ECE  experts.  Please  indicate  
your  thoughts  within  the  open-ended  text  box  under  each  theme  listing  issues,  problems,  and  barriers  facing  CA  
community  colleges  child  development  laboratory  schools  generated  by  the  ECE  experts.    
  
After  completing  the  Round  Three  survey,  your  role  in  this  research  study  is  fulfilled.  Thank  you  once  again  for  your  
participation  and  input.  You  will  receive  a  full  summary  of  the  research  when  completed.  Please  feel  free  to  contact  me,  
Shari  Yates,  with  any  questions  or  concerns  by  calling  (951)  222-8903  or  (951)  237-0619  and/or  emailing  
shari.yates@rcc.edu.    
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3. The THEME of Lack of Financial Support was highly rated as a pressing issue, problem
1. The
THEME of Colleges/Districts Not Understanding the Importance of Child
and/or
barrier:
Development Laboratory Schools was highly rated as a pressing issue, problem and/or
barrier:
"Lack
of funds to provide a high-quality lab program"
"Colleges/Districts
viewing
schoolshigh-quality
as 'free child
care forstaff
students'
but failing
to see
"Lack
of financial support
tolab
maintain
teaching
at master
teacher
level or
the importance of lab schools for children, college students, and faculty research"
above"
"Colleges/Districts not viewing lab schools comparably to other student laboratories on
"Lack of funding for in-service staff training regarding mentoring, reflective practice,
campus. The Lab school not perceived as crucial to the child development/ECE student as
current trends, and best practices"
a lab is to biology, chemistry, cosmetology, or language laboratories"

"If the lab school is state funded, the state of CA reimburses the center the same as it does
"Colleges/Districts not supporting the ECE program"
for ALL funded centers not taking into consideration that lab schools are teacher–training
facilities"
"Colleges/Districts not seeing the value of ECE lab schools for the students and
community"
"Higher costs associated in operating a high-quality lab school"
"Lack of understanding about the need for lab schools that demonstrate best practices to
"Danger
of losing
the
lab
after severe cutbacks every year"
ECE students
and
the
community"

"Inability
to provide high-quality
lab school
based solely
on parent/student fees"
"Colleges/Districts
not understanding
the importance
of ECE"
"ECE
programs
toldfrom
we are
not “in the office
business
of providing
care” so the lab
"No
state
fundingbeing
formula
Chancellor's
to support
ECEchild
lab schools"
school is unnecessary for ECE program"
"Lack of a clear understanding among administrators, campus faculty, and board of
trustees
of the
critical
importance
childcare
to college
student
parents"
Based
on the
issues,
problems,
andofbarriers
listed
above,
what recommendations
do you

suggest are the most viable solutions to help CA CC CD lab schools maintain viability?
Based on the issues, problems, and barriers listed above, what recommendations do you
  
suggest are the most viable solutions to help
CA CC CD lab schools (California
community colleges child development laboratory schools) maintain viability?
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4. The THEME of
"Low Paying Job Market for the ECE Field"
was highly rated as a pressing issue, problem and/or barrier:

Based on the issue, problem, and barrier listed above, what recommendations do you
suggest are the most viable solutions to help CA CC CD lab schools maintain viability?

  

5. The THEME of Infant/Toddler Programs was highly rated as a pressing issue, problem
and/or barrier:
"Infant/toddler programs too expensive to incorporate into the lab
school"
"Limited infant/toddler lab school practicum opportunities"

Based on the issues, problems, and barriers listed above, what recommendations do you
suggest are the most viable solutions to help CA CC CD lab schools maintain viability?

  

6. The THEME of the
"Increase of Transitional-Kindergarten classrooms Affecting the Enrollment of 4-year-olds
in Child Development Labs"
was highly rated as a pressing issue, problem and/or barrier:

Based on the issue, problem, and barrier listed above, what recommendations do you
suggest are the most viable solutions to help CA CC CD lab schools maintain viability?
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Appendix D3
Round Three Reminder
Dear ECE Expert Panelist,
Please don't forget to take the last survey on CA Community Colleges Child Dev Lab
Schools. If you have already completed the Round Three of the survey, thank you for
your input and please disregard this message.
This is just a reminder that the deadline for Round Three is approaching (Friday, October
17th). I am resending the email dated October 3rd which includes the link to the survey
and necessary information for answering the Round Three research question.
Thanks again for your participation in this study of CA lab schools.
Here is a copy of the email previously sent:
Dear Expert Panelist,
For Round Three survey, based on the most highly rated issues, problems, and barriers
identified in Round Two, what recommendations do you suggest are the most viable
solutions to help California Community Colleges Child Development Labs maintain
viability?
Your input will be valuable to the programs across California seeking solutions for child
development lab schools.
After completing the Round Three survey, your role in this research study is
fulfilled. Thank you once again for your participation and input. You will receive a full
summary of the research when completed. Please feel free to contact me, Shari Yates,
with any questions or concerns by calling (951) 222-8903 or (951) 237-0619 and/or
emailing shari.yates@rcc.edu.
Here is a link to the survey:
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx
This link is uniquely tied to this survey and your email address. Please do not forward
this message.
Respectfully and gratefully,
Shari Yates
209

	
  

Thanks again for your participation!
Please note: If you do not wish to receive further emails from me, please click the link
below, and you will be automatically removed from my mailing list.
https://www.surveymonkey.com/optout.aspx

210

	
  

Appendix D4
Round Three Survey Responses
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Appendix D5
Round Three Thank You Email
Dear __________,
I want to thank you for participating in my study on lab schools. I really appreciate the
time you took and the feedback you have given.
I have to admit it has been scary to send out the survey and wondering if anyone will
respond. Not only has it been a wonderful experience receiving the experts' judgments
regarding lab schools but also it has been awesome benefitting from the tremendous
kindness shown to me from my ECE colleagues from other colleges.
I will forward the results of the study as soon as possible. I just want you to know you
have my deepest thanks and appreciation.
Thank you again,
Shari
Shari Yates
Associate Professor, Early Childhood Studies
Department Chair, Early Childhood/Teacher Education
Faculty Association Secretary
ECS Discipline Facilitator
Riverside City College
4800 Magnolia Avenue, Riverside, CA 92506
(951) 222-8903
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